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CHAPTER I. INTRODUCTION 
In many countries and institutions, both in the Third World and in 
the industrialized world, higher agricultural education is not meeting 
all current quantitative and qualitative requirements, and it is not 
prepared to meet the challenges that may be expected at the beginning of 
the twenty-first century. Those were the main concerns expressed at the 
1992 International Symposium for Research in Agricultural and Extension 
Education (Hoffman, 1992). The reasons for current constraints and 
difficulties are manifold, the author argued. One of the principal 
constraints in many countries, especially in the Third World, is that 
agricultural education institutions find it difficult to obtain suffi­
cient financial resources to develop and sustain reasonable programs of 
teaching, research, and extension. As a consequence, the impact and 
efficiency of institutional programs is not optimal and the orientation 
toward future requirements may be missing (FAO, 1991). 
In Latin America and the Caribbean the situation of economic and 
financial constraints is similar to other Third World countries. The 
prolonged economic crisis and the new development strategies implemented 
by governments of the region are having a strong impact on the character­
istics and the functions of the institutions and particularly on the 
higher agricultural education institutions. Mexico's situation is a 
typical case. In that country, as part of the economic project of 
modernization, the government has reduced social expenditures, including 
the subsidy to the universities to minimum levels (Victorino, 1991). 
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When people are faced with change, possible outcomes are confusion, 
concern, anger, initial acceptance, anxiety, indecisiveness, distrust, 
fear, possible loss of productivity and even paralysis (Nightingale, 
1990, cited by Raman, 1992). These are happening in Mexican agricultural 
education institutions at this time. In agricultural education, and at 
agricultural and rural development events organized recently in Mexico, 
the main questions discussed have been: What will be the role and the 
function of higher agricultural education institutions in a time of 
financial constraints and drastic policy changes in the agricultural 
sector? What kind of professionals should be prepared when the principal 
employer for agricultural graduates will no longer be the federal and 
local governments? What kind of professionals will be prepared when the 
problems of insufficienct food, lack of appropriate agricultural technol­
ogy, rural poverty, deterioration and degradation of the natural environ­
ment and resources are becoming worse? How can future professionals be 
best prepared to respond effectively to the solution of these problems? 
The responses to these questions are still in discussion. 
Fortunately the panorama of the Mexican higher agricultural institu­
tions is advantageous. New ideas and new forms of thinking and con­
sciousness are emerging among the agricultural professionals. Based on 
their own experiences, faculties are proposing changes in the objectives 
and methods of their institutional programs (AMEAS, 1991). In this 
effort and challenge, institutions need to look critically at their past 
experiences and evaluate carefully their programs and actions in order to 
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improve them and to contribute successfully toward a strong and solid 
system of agricultural education at national and international levels. 
Statement of the Problem 
For decades higher agricultural institutions of Latin America have 
been criticized because they have not responded to the needs of develop­
ment demanded by agriculture. The criticisms have included the follow­
ing: curricula that were incompatible to agricultural education objec­
tives, lack of linkage between the educational institutions and the rural 
communities, undefined professional profiles, lack of pedagogic and 
didactic preparation of instructors, and little or no integration among 
research, teaching, and extension (Olcese, 1965; Pino, 1974; ALEAS, 1985; 
PAO and ALEAS, 1991). 
Conscious of those generalized problems, some institutions in the 
region implemented creative programs in order to improve their education­
al functions. The Colegio de Postgraduados of Mexico was one of them. 
This graduate college, created in 1959, since its beginnings, has 
implemented original programs with the purpose of being more effective in 
its mission. 
The Colegio de Postgraduados is one of the main higher agricultural 
education institutions, at the postgraduate level, in Mexico. This 
institution was created in 1959 as part of, at that time, the National 
Agricultural School (ENA), now Autonomous University of Chapingo (UACH). 
In 1977, the Colegio de Postgraduados became an independent institution 
as a decentralized organism of the federal state, located in Montecillo, 
4 
state of Mexico (Victorino, 1991; Jimenez, 1991). One of its main 
objectives has been "to prepare personnel at a high scientific and 
technical level (M.S. and Ph.D.), with people-oriented characteristics, 
to do teaching and research in the different areas that agricultural and 
rural development demand" (Colegio de Postgraduados, 1990, p. 6). The 
institution was academically organized into eleven centers and five 
interdisciplinary programs on campus and four regional centers located in 
areas with different ecological and socioeconomic characteristics. 
Academic activities of teaching, research, and extension were carried out 
by its almost 600 faculty personnel: 75% of whom hold M.S. or Ph.D. 
degrees. Each semester almost 600 students attended classes. They were 
from different Mexican institutions (80%) and from other countries, 
especially from Latin America and the Caribbean (Jimenez, 1991). 
Based upon its previous educational and agricultural and rural 
development experiences (i.e.. Plan Puebla) the Colegio de Postgraduados 
created, in 1976, the first regional center for research, teaching and 
extension with the purpose of linking the educational function with the 
agricultural and rural problems of the region (Casas et al., 1977). 
Later, three other regional centers were created with the same purpose in 
areas with different socioeconomic characteristics. According to Casas 
et al. (1977), it was stated that the regional centers should constitute 
a link among the Colegio de Postgraduados, the agricultural extension 
institutions, and the farmers. In that sense, it was believed that the 
institution would be more effective in its mission of preparing high 
quality professionals, creating useful technology and serving farmers 
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more effectively. To meet that goal, basic infrastructure and equipment 
were constructed and implemented; and academic and administrative 
personnel were hired. 
Through their annual reports, publications, and academic events, the 
regional centers reported that they implemented diverse activities of 
research, teaching, and extension. CEICADAR (Regional Agricultural 
Development Center for Research, Teaching, and Extension), one of the 
oldest, was perhaps the center with the most experience in linking the 
educational function with agricultural regional problems. One indication 
of its progress has been the creation of a master program, started in the 
Spring of 1991 (the other three regional centers, at the time of this 
study, did not have master's or doctoral studies). However, in spite of 
the observable signs of progress, the community of the Colegio de 
Postgraduados has had increasing concern about the role of the regional 
centers in relation to the objectives and mission of the institution. 
What has the major achievement been in regard to research, teaching and 
extension? What has been the impact of the regional experiences in the 
educational function of the institution? What kind of problems and 
constraints have those regional centers faced? These have been some of 
the questions raised by the faculties of the Colegio de Postgraduados 
(APAPAC, 1988). 
The major concerns on the role of the regional center have been 
those related to the educational function and its interrelation with 
research and extension activities. This is explained in the following 
researchable questions: How have the activities of research, teaching, 
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and extension, carried out in the regional centers by faculties working 
both on campus and in regional centers affected the education of stu­
dents? What have the regional centers meant for students? Have facul­
ties from campus participated in academic activities in the regional 
centers? How frequently have they participated? If they participated, 
how have the experiences and knowledge gained affected their attitudes as 
professionals in the agricultural sciences? How useful have been the 
experiences and knowledge gained for improving course content, teaching 
methods, curriculum, teaching objectives and institutional mission? If 
campus faculty have not participated, why not? Likewise, have the 
faculty working in the regional centers participated in academic activi­
ties on campus? If not, why not? How has the communication been between 
faculty working in the regional centers and those on campus? Finally, 
have the students participated in academic activities in the regional 
centers? How has the rate of participation been and what benefit did 
they gain from their participation in the regional centers? 
These questions were raised during the interpretation of the 
conceptual definition of the regional centers and the empirical observa­
tions. One of the main definitions was stated as follows: The regional 
centers of the Colegio de Postgraduados are similar to natural laborato­
ries in which the institution learns by conducting research, teaching 
students, and extending services to the farmers. The activities in the 
regional centers make possible educational feedback, understood as the 
possibility of incorporating new conceptual, theoretical, and 
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methodological elements into the study programs (Casas et al., 1977; 
Colegio de Postgraduados, 1989). 
Need for the Study 
To be more effective in their function and role, educational 
institutions should become aware of the processes, context, results and 
potentialities of their programs. For that, institutions should continu­
ously make assessments and evaluations of their programs. This is even 
more urgent in a time of drastic changes in the political and economic 
concerns, as it has been in Mexico. Agricultural education institutions, 
in order to respond effectively to the needs of agricultural and rural 
development, need to revise their institutional components including 
their programs. 
The concept of regional centers as exemplified by the Colegio de 
Postgraduados may be an innovative form that will serve as a model for 
agricultural education institutions in Mexico and in Latin America. It 
has the potential for overcoming the weaknesses of conventional educa­
tional models practiced by many institutions where the teaching-learning 
process has been carried out mostly at classrooms and laboratories with 
little or no interaction with farmers and their environment. As a 
consequence, national and international institutions have urged the 
adoption or creation of linkages between educational institutions and 
rural communities for their mutual benefit, a situation in which profes­
sors and students work together and learn from each other (FAO and ALEAS, 
1991; Hoffman, 1992). 
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In spite of the conceptual importance of the regional centers and 
experiences acquired in how to link agricultural education institution 
with regional agricultural problems, no study has been undertaken to 
evaluate their results and processes, and their weaknesses and strengths. 
The results of a study on the regional centers would provide a data base 
for use by faculty members, students, and administrators as they make 
decision on future actions. 
Purpose of the Study 
The purpose of this study was to assess the impact of the regional 
centers for research, training, and extension on the educational function 
of the Colegio de Postgraduados. In order to accomplish this purpose, an 
evaluative study was conducted in terms of determining faculty members' 
and students' perceptions of the impact of their participation in the 
regional centers upon their professional development and education 
performance and of basic principles and concepts of agricultural educa­
tion. The specific objectives of the study were, to: 
1. Assess the participation of campus faculties in academic activities 
in regional centers in terms of degree of familiarity, frequency of 
participation, type and forms of academic activities carried out, 
and people involved in the activities. 
2. Assess the impact of campus faculty participation in regional 
centers upon their professional competency and academic performance. 
3. Determine the perception of regional center faculty on the impor­
tance of campus faculty participation in regional centers. 
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4. Assess the factors affecting participation of campus faculty in 
regional centers. 
5. Assess the impact of academic activities of regional center faculty 
upon their professional competency. 
6. Assess the factors affecting participation of regional center 
faculty in academic activities on campus. 
7. Determine the perception of regional center faculty on the accom­
plishment of the functions of regional centers. 
8. Assess the participation of students in regional centers in terms of 
degree of familiarity, frequency of participation and forms of 
becoming familiar with the regional centers. 
9. Assess the educational performance in the Colegio de Postgraduados, 
as seen by students, in terms of teaching methods, course content, 
instructors competencies, institutional environment, and compe­
tencies of graduates. 
10. Determine the perceptions of faculty members and students on select­
ed principles and concepts of agricultural education. 
11. Determine suggestions of faculty members and students for improving 
linkage among campus and regional centers. 
Definition of Terms 
Regional Centers refers to four organizational units of the Colegio 
de Postgraduados, created for extending teaching, research, and extension 
to Mexican geographical regions in order to contribute to the solution of 
agricultural and rural problems in the regions. 
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Campus faculty refers to academic personnel of the Colegio de 
Postgraduados assigned, by contract, to centers on campus to carry out 
activities of teaching, research, and extension. 
Regional centers faculty refers to academic personnel of the Colegio 
de Post-graduados assigned, by contract, to regional centers to accom­
plish activities of research, teaching, and extension. 
Academic activities refers to activities of teaching, research, 
extension or any other related activities assigned by the institution to 
be carried out by faculty personnel. 
Teaching refers to activities carried out by faculty members to 
transmit knowledge and help to learn students. 
Research refers to activities carried out by faculty memebers to 
learn new facts through methodological procedures. 
Extension refers to different kind of activities carried out by 
faculty personnel with the purpose of improving agricultural production 
and life conditions of rural people. 
Smal1 Farmer refers to farmers who practice agriculture at a low 
scale using mostly traditional technology and producing mostly for family 
consumption. This type of farmer is also called peasant or campesino. 
Higher Agricultural Education refers to higher education in agricul­
ture; this means education in agriculture applied at university or 
similar educational institution levels. In Latin America higher agricul­
tural education is organized as a whole university (universidad agraria), 
colleges, faculty, schools or careers. 
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Assumptions and Delimitations 
The major assumption underlying this study was that if faculty and 
students of the Colegio de Postgraduados participate in regional centers, 
they would acquire experiences and knowledge, change their personal 
attitudes, and improve their professional competency. As result, the 
educational function of the institution would be more effective. 
This study was intended to assess the impact of regional center 
experiences in the educational function of the institution as seen by 
their members. As a consequence, this study was limited to faculty 
members with responsibilities of research, teaching, and extension and 
students of the Colegio de Postgraduados. The results of this study were 
therefore limited to the population of faculty members of campus and 
regional centers and students of the Colegio de Postgraduados. 
Summary 
In a time of rapid changes and difficulties, how should higher 
agricultural education institutions respond more effectively to the 
growing problems of food insufficiency, lack of appropriate agricultural 
technology, rural poverty, deterioration and degradation of natural 
environment and resources? These problems have been a strong concern for 
agricultural educators of Latin America in recent years. As result, 
agricultural education institutions have started changing the objectives 
and curricula of their programs. Because of changes, agricultural 
universities, colleges, and faculties have recognized the importance of 
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evaluation of their programs, including their curricula and educational 
strategies. 
The Colegio de Postgraduados of Mexico, in order to more effectively 
achieve its mission, created four regional centers for research, teaching 
and extension. In spite of their recognized regional experiences, no one 
study has been conducted on the results, processes, weaknesses, and 
strengths. The purpose of the study was to assess the impact of the 
experiences of the regional centers on the educational function of the 
institution as a whole. 
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CHAPTER II. REVIEW OF LITERATURE 
The purpose of this study was to assess the impact of the regional 
centers, in regard to research, training, and extension, on the educa­
tional function of the Colegio de Postgraduados of Mexico. This chapter 
has two basic purposes: (1) to provide a brief descriptive analysis of 
the Mexican agricultural and rural situation and agricultural education, 
and (2) to provide a review of literature pertinent to agricultural 
educational models and program evaluation. 
The literature review cited in this chapter is presented in the 
following six major divisions: (1) an overview of Mexican agriculture, 
(2) agricultural education in Mexico, (3) the Colegio de Postgraduados 
and its regional centers, (4) the regional center and other similar 
agricultural education models in Latin America, (5) program evaluation, 
(6) experiential programs, and (7) summary. 
An Overview of Mexican Agriculture 
In this section a brief analysis of the situation of Mexican 
agriculture is presented. The organization is as follows: a) general 
demographic and economic description of Mexico, b) production and 
agrarian structure, c) socioeconomic characteristics of the rural 
society, d) agricultural technology and natural environment, e) govern­
ment policies, and f) summary. 
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Demographic and economic description of Mexico 
Mexico covers a total of 1,958,201 square kilometers, thus occupying 
the thirteenth place in the world. The territory presented a clear 
disequilibrium: almost 30% of the country's surface was mountainous and 
hardly 35% is flat. Because of that, climate and soil vary extensively 
resulting in a reduced tillable agricultural surface of only 12% (Mexico 
City Chamber of Commerce, 1980). The population, as of 1990, was 82 
million with a density ratio of 42 people per square kilometer (Salinas, 
1991). This density ratio has been increasing because of the rapid 
population growth; in recent years the annual growth has been between 
2.5% and 3.0%. The urban and rural population has been changing fast 
because of rural-urban migration; in fact, in 1980, while the urban 
population was 65%, the rural population was 35% (Pick & Butter, 1989). 
The economic growth was erratic; for instance, the real GDP in the 
1960-1970 period was 7.0% on average. This figure decreased to 5.0% in 
the following six years, arriving at 1.7% in 1976. After a process of 
recovery, in 1979 the GDP dropped again at 4.7% on average (Heath, 1988). 
According to information on income distribution, the situation was 
inequitable. In 1983, while the poorest 20% received only 2.9% of the 
income, the richest 20% received 57.7% (Todaro, 1989). 
Production and agrarian structure 
The agricultural sector has been an important factor in the economic 
development of Mexico. From 1940 to 1965 it satisfied both food needs 
for a growing population and raw material for industry demands. However, 
in the 25 years after 1965 the agricultural sector did not present the 
same dynamism as in earlier years. While in the decade of the 60s the 
agricultural production grew at an average annual rate of 3.8%, in the 
70s it decreased to 3.3%, and in the 80s to 3.1% (SARH, 1990). Because 
of decreasing production, imports were needed to satisfy the food supply 
for the population and raw materials for industry. In addition, the 
decreasing production for export produced a deficit in the agricultural 
commercial balance, and participation of the agricultural sector in the 
internal national product came down. The situation was predicted to 
follow a similar pattern during the early 90s (SARH, 1990). What has 
caused that situation? There are varying answers to that question; yet, 
various authors agreed that the agricultural crisis was part of the 
structural crisis of the Mexican society (Mata, 1985; Heath, 1988; 
Victorino, 1991). 
The crisis of agriculture in Mexico was not, however, only a problem 
of food production, it was a crisis of reproduction of peasantry economy 
as well, especially of the ejidal and communal system, which altered the 
whole rural society (Victorino, 1991). A brief look at the situation of 
the agrarian structure revealed that, after the Mexican Revolution of 
1910-1917, land reform played an important role in the process of 
agricultural development. An original innovation in the land reform 
process was the institution of the ejido, a land holding unit that became 
the basis of different kinds of cooperative farming, carried out under 
government auspices and control (Stavenhagen, 1986). In 1989, 196 
million hectares (53%) belonged to the forms of social property lands 
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including ejidos and agrarian communities. From that extension, 95 
million hectares corresponded to 28,058 ejidos taken in usufruct by 3.0 
million ejidatarios (plot holders). The largest number of ejidos 
consisted of small farmers, who each possessed less than 5.0 hectares 
(INEGI, 1989). "In most of the cases, the plot land is too small for 
them to obtain from it sufficient income, or to find full employment." 
(Stavenhagen, 1986, p. 67). The author also indicated that 84% of all 
ejido plots could be classified as subsistence. However, in this 
category were included not only ejidal farms but some privately owned 
farms as well. Thus, 85% of the total unit farms were considered to be 
subsistence farms. This type of farms usually lacked capital resources 
and used traditional technology. As opposed to the subsistence farms, 
1.8% of the total unit farms were classified in the category of large 
modern enterprise farms, which occupied 20.8% of the total land. This 
type of farm, used the best irrigated lands and modern technology, was 
dynamic, and capital intensive (Mendez, 1988). In summary, since the 
last half of the 60s, the agricultural sector did not continue the same 
dynamism of production and productivity as it had in the past. The 
crisis of the agricultural sector was not, however, only a problem of 
food production, but a crisis of the rural society as well. This was 
reflected in the existence of two opposing types of farms: the subsis­
tence and the large modern enterprise farms, consisting of 85% and 2% of 
the total unit farms, respectively. 
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Socioeconomic characteristics 
As in most of the Third World rural areas, the majority of the rural 
people of Mexico faced severe problems of income, health, nutrition, and 
education. In most parts of the nation, especially in the south-central 
part, the rural population lived in a situation of marginality and 
unacceptable poverty. In that region, 80% of the rural people lived in 
circumstances of extreme marginality and were economically dependent on 
agriculture. For example, per capita income was between 30 and 50 
percent below the national average. Between 30 and 40 percent of the 
population lacked adequate services of health and education, and 80% did 
not have access to drinkable water (SARH, 1990). Unemployment dramati­
cally increased in the 1980s; for instance, the rural sector annually 
released 700 thousand people to the work market, but the agricultural 
sector created between 250 and 400 thousand new jobs. As result, many 
people migrated to the cities or to the United States (Victorino, 1991). 
Agricultural technology and natural environment 
Although policies emphasized research for technology development, 
which were in part successful, the majority of farmers did not enjoy the 
results of that effort. Campesinos continued using their traditional 
technology. One of the causes was the technology development pattern 
followed by Mexico, which has been adopted from countries with large 
farms. In those countries unit farms were specialized, and used inten­
sive machinery and inputs. This was not congruent with most of the 
geographic, ecological, and sociological characteristics of Mexico 
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(Mendez, 1988). In support of that, Heath (1988) argued that official 
institutions were not successful in gearing agricultural research and 
development to the needs of small farmers. Although research focussed on 
the key staples, maize and beans, not enough attempt was made to gear 
seed development to diverse ecological conditions. The Green Revolution, 
started in Mexico, had very little impact on yields over the vast 
majority of Mexico's rain-dependent crop land. Heath also indicated that 
agricultural researchers began to recognize the importance of indigenous 
technology only since the 1960s. Other problems for agricultural 
technology development were the lack of integration among the subsectors 
of crop and animal production and lack of linkage among research, 
education, extension, and farms (Mendez, 1987). This author also argued 
that there were not enough prepared personnel to attend to research 
problems for Mexican agricultural development, especially for small 
farmers. Furthermore, the Agricultural Secretariat (SARH, 1990), one of 
the main official agricultural institutions to promote agriculture, 
recognized that technology transfer was not appropriate nor sufficient 
for improving agriculture. Also, extension services were inefficacious 
and improper. Finally, authors Mendez (1988) and Gonzalez (1991) both 
pointed out that, because of erroneous agricultural practices, soil 
erosion and natural environment deterioration dramatically increased. 
For instance, 66% of the agricultural area suffered erosion in some 
degree; 50%, moderate; and 16%, totally destroyed. By 1979, 12 million 
hectares of forest were cleared, and 400 thousand hectares of forest died 
each year. Pollution and water contamination were also becoming severe 
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problems for agriculture and ecology, the authors indicated. 
Government policies 
The described agricultural situation of Mexico did not mean that 
governments and institutions neglected improving agriculture and living 
conditions of the rural people. In fact, since the end of the Second 
World War, various national and regional programs were implemented. 
Starting in 1948, seven regional programs were implemented using the 
basin river approach. In the seventies an integral program for agricul­
tural and rural development at the national level (PIDER) was implement­
ed. At the end of the seventies and starting in the eighties a compre­
hensive plan to achieve the goal of food self-sufficiency in Mexico (SAM) 
was carried out. Finally, from 1985 to 1988, an integral rural develop­
ment program (PRONADRI) was implemented (Diaz and Quispe, 1988). 
However, the situation of agriculture and rural development in Mexico 
became worse in the 1980s because of the economic crisis and the govern­
ment obligation to pay the increasing national external debt. As a 
consequence, the government reduced the budget for public expenditures. 
For example, in 1985 the budget for social expenditures was reduced 40%; 
in 1988, 57%; and in 1989 as far as 60% (Victorino, 1991). That policy 
influenced directly the agricultural sector, especially social programs, 
research, and human resource development. Under this situation the 
nation moved away from the possibility of achieving food self-
sufficiency, increased foreign dependence, and worsened the socioeconomic 
inequality among people (Carabias, 1988, cited by Victorino, 1991). In 
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spite of the critical circumstances, the expectation to overcome the 
Mexican agricultural crisis appeared to be promising. In the Plan 
Nacional de Desarrollo 1989-1994 (National Development Plan), the 
government emphasized that modernization of agriculture would be the key 
strategy to improve the critical situation of the sector. Modernization 
implied 
. . . that campesinos be people who determine their pro­
duction programs, commitment, and system of work without 
anachronistic governmental protection. Modernizing agri­
culture requires putting into practice equitable schemes 
of association among ejidatarios, small private owners, 
and enterprises. This should be promoted under the laws 
and use of capital, lands, the best techniques and other 
unused resources to obtain high yields (SARH, 1990, p. 
993). 
To put the strategy into practice, two important instruments were 
implemented: Programa Nacional de Modernizaciôn del Campo,1990-1994 
(National Program for Modernizing Agriculture) and Iniciativa de Reformas 
al Articulo 27 de la Constitucidn (Reform Initiative to the 27th Article 
of the Constitution). The main purpose of the program of modernizing was 
"to increase production and productivity in conditions of justice for 
agricultural producers. This will assure a national food supply and 
allow the country to achieve the desired nutritional sovereignty" (SARH, 
1990, p. 992). On the other hand, the purpose of reform to the 27th 
article of the Constitution was: 
. . . to amplify justice and freedom, understood as the 
promotion of changes that encourage more participation of 
farmers in the national livelihood; to be beneficiaries, 
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with equity, of their effort; and to make good use of 
their creativity. All of this will reflect in a strength­
ened community and a more prosperous nation. To achieve 
that, changes must give certainty to farmers for land 
tenure and reverse the trend toward smaller plots of land 
(minifundio) (Salinas, 1991, p. 1090). 
It was believed that those changes stimulated more investment and 
capitalization of agriculture, especially on small plot areas, which in 
turn improved production and productivity and therefore campesinos' 
welfare. As a consequence of the application of those programs, many 
changes were carried out in the agricultural sector and related areas, 
but their results are still unknown. 
Summary 
So far, a brief analysis on the situation of Mexican agriculture has 
been made. In short, agriculture is facing a prolonged crisis that 
started at the end of the sixties. The situation was not only a crisis 
of production and productivity, but also of socioeconomic problems as a 
result of the agricultural pattern adopted and the general economic 
crisis that the nation faces. To improve the situation, policies of 
drastic changes have been implemented in the early '90s; as a result, 
there have been dramatic changes going on in the agricultural sector. An 
understanding of them is needed to answer the question of what kinds of 
professionals are needed and how will they be prepared. 
Agricultural Education in Mexico 
In this section, an overview of Mexican higher education in agricul­
ture (HEA) is presented. Four topics are included; 1) historical de-
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scription, 2) organization, 3) current situation, and 4) government 
policies. 
Historical overview 
Even though the first universities in Latin America were created in 
the middle of the sixteenth century, none included agricultural studies 
in their programs. Agricultural education emerged in the second half of 
the nineteenth century and in most of the cases, the philosophy, objec­
tives and organization came from European influences (Wilson, 1991, cited 
by Jimenez, 1991). The first agricultural school in Latin America was 
created in Mexico in 1854; in that time students graduated as agricultur­
al theoretical-practitioners, instructors, administrators, or intelligent 
overseers of ranches or haciendas. In 1907, to link teaching and re­
search, an experiment station within the school was proposed, but it was 
not created until several years after the revolution (Zepeda del Val le, 
1982). From 1914 to 1919 the school was closed because of the revolu­
tionary civil war. After the revolution, agronomists played an important 
role in the creation of ejidos, distribution of land, and organization of 
farmers (Hernandez and Nieto, 1991). However, the nationalist conception 
of the school was eroded because agrarian reform was applied based more 
on political and economic rather than technical and social criteria 
(Chavez, 1985, cited by Hernandez and Nieto 1991). In the period of 
1945-1965, agronomists had an important role in the process of agricul­
tural development, especially for large irrigated lands (Zepeda del 
Valle, 1982). In that period, the influence of USA Land Grant Universi­
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ties was evident when the Office of Special Studies (OEE) was created in 
1942 to support agricultural research (Adriano, 1992). By 1964, 14 
agricultural schools had been created and specialization was the tenden­
cy. Zepeda del Valle (1982) argued that specialization contributed the 
erosion of the mission of preparing professionals who were people-
oriented. In this period the contradiction between modernized and 
traditional agriculture began to be evident. After the student movement 
of 1968, higher agricultural education received a great support. Govern­
ment importantly increased investment in agricultural education; as a 
result, the number of higher agricultural schools and students increased. 
For instance, from 1970 to 1976, 39 agricultural schools were created, 
some schools were transformed to universities, and the percentage of 
students increased 154% (AMEAS, 1989). This rapid and unplanned growth, 
however, caused many problems, such as a mass of students, incompletely 
prepared instructors, and insufficient teaching materials and laborato­
ries. As a consequence, graduates were not well prepared and problems of 
unemployment increased. Despite those problems, schools and students 
continued increasing in number until 1984. Unfortunately, about that 
time a severe financial reduction came to schools, provoked by the acute 
economic crisis of the nation. One of the symptoms of the difficult 
situation was the decreasing student population. In 1990, the total 
student population was 56% of what it had been ten years ago (Victorino, 
1991 and De la Fuente, 1992). Authors De Leon and Calderon (1992) stated 
"Agriculture was no longer the first career choice for student appli­
cants" (p. 2). The situation of higher education in agriculture did not 
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improve in the early nineties; new problems and challenges will be faced 
in the next century as a result of new government policies, a fast-
changing world, and unsolved rural and agricultural problems. 
Organization 
According to the Mexican law of agricultural education, the system 
of agricultural education includes elementary, middle, and higher educa­
tion (Jimenez, 1991). Higher education in agriculture (HEA) is composed 
of agricultural universities, faculties, centers, colleges, and schools 
in which students are trained for bachelors, masters, and doctoral 
degrees (Macias, 1990). In 1989, ANUIES (1989) and AMEAS (1989) reported 
115 entities belonging to HEA; from which 24 had postgraduate programs 
with 1327 students. Of these students, 7.3% were in non-degree programs, 
90.4% in masters, and 2.3% in doctoral programs. Almost 100% of HEA's 
were official institutions, which financially depended on federal and 
state government support. More than 60% of HEA institutions were located 
in the northern part of the country, 30% in the center, and the rest in 
the southern part (De la Fuente, 1992). HEA institutions were organized 
not only by regions but also at the national level. For example, two of 
the principal organizations were: AMEAS (Mexican Association of Higher 
Agricultural Education) and ANUIES (National Association of Universities 
and Institutes of Higher Education). Those were created to improve 
curriculum planning and teaching methods. 
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Situation of higher education in agriculture 
Publications and reports on agricultural education in Mexico in­
creased in the late 80s and early 90s, perhaps as a result of growing 
concern on the situation that HEA was facing. Although some authors 
remarked on strengths of the institutional education performance, most of 
them pointed out the weaknesses and limitations of educational programs, 
strategies, and curricula, as well as the causes of the situation. The 
following summary, drawing on the aforementioned publications and re­
ports, deals with the current situation of HEA in Mexico in 1992. 
Higher agricultural education in Mexico, in addition to its old 
internal problems, now is facing new concerns and challenges as result of 
a severe financial restriction, job market contraction for graduates, a 
crisis in the agricultural sector, and reorientation of government 
policies (Spitzer, 1988). The frequently criticized aspects of higher 
agricultural education are related to the teaching-learning process, 
curricula, program plans and objectives. For example, authors (Mata, 
1985; Mendez, 1987; FAO & ALEAS, 1991; De la Fuente, 1992; and Zapata and 
Luna, 1992) argued the following points: 
1) the general orientation of agricultural faculty did not consider the 
reality of small farmers and their production systems; 
2) there was a lack of connection between university faculty and 
farmers, their organizations, institutions of service, and industry; 
3) there was a lack of communication between faculties and employers, 
farmer representatives, and graduates on redefining curriculum and 
professional profiles; 
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4) the preparations were often excessively theoretic, abstract and 
unrelated to agricultural reality; 
5) the study programs were overburdened by a large number of courses; 
6) the teaching methods used were mostly passive and did not promote 
students active participation, creativity, criticism, commitment and 
responsibility; 
7) there were few instructors with enough professional experience and 
knowledge of the socioeconomic problems of farmers and their commu­
nities; 
8) the curriculum approach was disciplinary rather than interdisciplin­
ary; 
9) the proportion of full time faculty was low; 
10) in most universities there was little concern about faculty develop­
ment; 
11) the linkage among research, teaching and extension was minimal; and 
12) many schools lacked laboratories, equipment, and materials for 
experimental research or practice. 
Even though some authors (Mendez, 1988; Jimenez, 1991) recognized 
the educational performance effectiveness of some HEA institutions, they 
also cited the weaknesses of HEA in carrying out programs for interaction 
with farmers and other organizations concerned with agricultural and 
rural development. 
Along with those problems, a point of concern has been the job 
market contraction for graduates since the late 80s. The principal 
employer for graduates has been official entities, such as institutions 
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of service, research, extension, and education. Hernandez and Nieto 
(1992) reported that 89% of the agronomists worked in local, state, and 
federal governmental institutions in which 75% of the budget was designed 
for employee payment. However, in the last decade from 1982 to 1992 the 
number of those institutions declined. For instance, in 1982, there were 
88 entities belonging to the agricultural secretariat (SARH); in 1989, 21 
institutions had been eliminated (Renard, 1992). Since 1989, as a result 
of the modernization policy, the government not only eliminated institu­
tions but also reduced budgets, inferred the author. To replace the 
functions of official institutions, the government has promoted private 
services through consortiums called "bufetes"for training and assisting 
farmers. The government, through the National Program for Agricultural 
Modernization 1990-1994, has wanted farmers to finance the costs of 
research and development programs (SARH, 1990). In short, HEA institu­
tions, in addition to their old problems of improving the teaching-
learning process, definition of purposes, curricula, teaching methods, 
interaction with farmers and other institutions, and linkage among 
teaching, research, and extension, face new concerns and challenges that 
have emerged since 1982 as a result of the generalized economic crisis 
and reorientation of government policies. 
Government policies 
Government and agricultural education institutions have often been 
concerned about the situation of agricultural education institutions. 
Attempts, through programs, have been implemented or at least planned. 
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The purposes of the programs have basically been to improve institutional 
performance and professional development. More than ten programs have 
been implemented since the decade of the 40s: seven at a general level 
and 4 for specific purposes. 
1) Law of agricultural education (1945); 
2) National Plan of Higher Education (1981); 
3) National Program of Higher Education (1984); 
4) National Program of Scientific and Technologic development (1984-
1988); 
5) Integral Program of Higher Education Development (1986); 
6) National Program for Modernizing Education (1989); 
7) National Program for Science and Technology Modernization (1990--
1994); 
8) National Research System (1984); 
9) National Plan for Professional Development (1984); 
10) Development Plan for Higher Agricultural Education (1989); and 
11) Project of Academic Performance Rewards (1990). 
Although there was no evaluation of the above listed programs and 
plans, Victorino (1991) inferred that in spite of the limitations and 
weaknesses in the conception and implementation of those programs, they 
were major attempts to improve institutional performance and professional 
development. Based on that experience it is urgent to reflect and 
rethink and decide on renewed projects to continue pursuing the desired 
purpose of an integrated and efficient system of higher agricultural 
education, concluded the author. 
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The Col agio de Postgraduados 
and its Regional Centers 
Some of the main features of the Colegio de Postgraduados (CP) and 
its regional centers are presented in this section. The Colegio de Post­
graduados (Graduate College) is one of the main higher agricultural 
education institutions, at the postgraduate level, in Mexico. This 
institution was created in 1959 as part of, at that time, the National 
Agricultural School (ENA), now the Autonomous University of Chapingo 
(UACH). In 1977, CP became an independent institution as a descentral-
ized organism of the federal state, located in Montecillo, state of 
Mexico (Victorino, 1991; Jimenez, 1991). One of its main objectives has 
been "to prepare personnel at a high scientific and technical level (M.S. 
and Ph.D.), with a people-oriented characteristic for teaching and 
research in the different areas that agricultural and rural development 
demand" (Colegio de Postgraduados, 1990, p. 6). The institution was 
academically organized into eleven centers on campus: Botany, Agricul­
tural Economics, Soil Studies, Entomology, Statistics and Computation, 
Rural Development Studies, Plant Pathology, Pomology, Livestock Produc­
tion, Genetics, and Hydrosciences. There were five interdisciplinary 
programs: Forestry, Seed Production, Agrometeorology, Plant Physiology, 
and Hydroponic Crops. The four regional centers were: Regional Agricul­
tural Development Center for Research, Teaching, and Extension (CEICA-
DAR), Regional Center for Dry Zones Studies (CREZAS), Research, Teaching, 
and Extension Center for Agricultural Development of the Humid Tropical 
Region (CRECIDATH), and Research, Teaching, and Extension Center for 
Agricultural, Forestry, and Water Resource Development of the South East 
(CEICADES). These regional centers were located in the states of Puebla, 
San Luis de Potosi, Veracruz, and Tabasco, respectively (Figure 1). 
Academic activities of research, teaching and extension were carried 
out by almost 600 faculty personnel, in the categories of Professor-
Investigator, Investigator, and Assistant (Jimenez, 1991). In the spring 
of 1992, approximatly 75% of the academic personnel held masters and 
doctoral degrees and almost 12% attended training programs for master or 
doctoral degrees in Mexico or abroad (Colegio de Postgraduados, 1992). 
Each semester almost 600 students attended classes; they were from 
different Mexican institutions (80%) and from other countries, especially 
from Latin America and the Caribbean (Jimenez, 1991). National students 
were exempted from paying tuition, and most of them receive fellowships 
from the National Council for Science and Technology (CONACYT) or their 
home institutions. Full time international students payed an amount 
equivalent to 1440 U.S. dollars each semester. In addition to teaching, 
the institution carried out research and extension programs. In 1986 the 
institution had 630 research projects and 437 service and extension 
projects, which were organized in 450 programs and 202 research lines 
(Victorino, 1991). 
The Regional Centers 
The regional centers were structural elements, in which research, 
teaching, and extension were carried out as a major link between the 
O p  
CREZAS 
CAMPUS 
CENTERS CRECIDATH 
CEICADES 
CEICADAR 
Figure 1. Location of campus and regional centers 
32 
institution and the rural sector (Figure 2). The regional centers were 
established based on the division of geographical, ecological, economic, 
and social characteristics (Colegio de Postgraduados, 1983). The same 
document included eight objectives, some of them were: "to prepare 
professionals with scientific and people-oriented characteristics accord­
ing to the problems of the region." "To generate and test strategies for 
making more efficient and feasible the agricultural and rural development 
process." "To promote interdisciplinary activities for planning, 
programing, and executing teaching, research, and extension programs 
among the different units of the Colegio de Postgraduados and other 
institutions of the agricultural sector" (p. 3-4). To accomplish the 
objectives, almost 50% of the academic personnel of the institution were 
assigned to the regional centers (Jimenez, 1991). A brief description of 
the four regional centers is presented as follows. 
Regional Agricultural Development Center for Research. Teaching, and 
Extension fCEICADAR) This was the first regional center, created in 
1976 as a result of the Plan Puebla experiences. The activities of 
research, teaching, and extension were carried out by approximately 110 
faculty members in its central unit in Puebla and eight regional loca­
tions in Puebla, Chiapas, and Michoacan (Colegio de Postgraduados, 1989). 
That report indicated that in 1989, 68.5% of the faculty held B.S. 
degrees, 26.1%, M.S.; and 5.4%, Ph.D. A brief picture of the performance 
of this regional center was indicated in the activities accomplished in 
1989. Regarding teaching, a cycle of 25 conferences, 13 semester courses 
and 8 summer courses for graduate students were organized. In addition. 
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Figure 2. Linking the educational Institution with the agricultural and rural problems through 
regional centers, an approach of the Coleglo de Postgraduados of Mexico 
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faculty participated in 14 scientific events. Four training courses were 
offered and attended by 87 technicians and professionals. Concerning 
research, 30 production and 17 socioeconomic research projects were 
carried out, in which personnel from other centers of the CP and other 
institutions participated. Regarding operation of extension programs, 
technical assistance was extended to 81,295 campesinos from 567 rural 
communities, within an area of 222,857 hectares, in 8 regional locations. 
CEICADAR, based on their regional experiences, in 1990 created a master 
degree program in Strategies for Agricultural and Rural Development with 
emphasis on regional approaches. In the spring of 1992, 32 students were 
registered in that program. International visitors provided evidence of 
its recognized prestige; CEICADAR in 1989 was visited by institutional 
representatives from Cuba, Holland, Israel, Peru, Kenya, Colombia, and 
the United States who wanted to learn about experiences with regional 
agricultural development. Also, CEICADAR, as an institutional member of 
CILCA (International Liaison Committee for Food Crops Programs), contin­
ued actively participating in the program activities (Colegio de Post-
graduados, 1989). 
Regional Center for Drv Zones Studies (CREZAS) Although CP was 
working on research projects in the dry zones region since its creation 
in 1959, CREZAS, located in San Luis de Potosi, was not created until 
1980. In 1991, the activities of research, teaching, training, and 
extension were carried out by approximately 30 faculties: 43% holding 
M.S. or Ph.D. degrees (Colegio de Postgraduados, 1991b). By 1987, 77 
research theses, 66 for B.S., 13 for M.S., and 3 for Ph.D. degrees, were 
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carried out in the region with CREZAS faculty participation. In 1991, 
this regional center redefined research activities into six research 
lines: cactus improvement, wild fauna and flora studies, hydroponic 
modules, agricultural machinery design, rural health, and livestock 
production (Colegio de Postgraduados, 1991b). No information on training 
activities was given in the report, however, the regional center was 
planning to create masters' degree programs. 
Research. Teaching, and Extension Center for Agricultural Develop­
ment of the Humid Tropical Region (CRECIDATH) Like CEICADAR and 
CREZAS, CRECIDATH was created based on previous research experiences in 
the region. This regional center was officially founded in 1979 in 
Veracruz. In 1991, the number of faculty members was 36 (16 with B.S. 
and 20 with M.S. or Ph.D. degrees) (Colegio de Postgraduados, 1991a). 
According to this report, from 1982 to 1991, 120 training courses of 
different areas were organized for technicians and professionals. 
Likewise, several courses for graduate students were provided together 
with campus faculty. In addition, from 1988 to 1990, 52 theses for B.S., 
M.S. and Ph.D. degrees were carried out in the region with participation 
of CRECIDATH faculty. In 1991, research activities were organized into 
four large interdisciplinary areas: production systems, water-soil-
plant-climate resource engineering for food production, integral manage­
ment of natural resources, and socioeconomic studies. The report also 
indicated that CRECIDATH made technological contributions to the region 
for improving production of sugar cane, maize (new varieties), mango, 
papaya (Carica papaya), forages, and cattle. Faculty members from this 
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regional center demanded creation of masters' programs in CRECIDATH. 
Research. Teaching and Extension Center for Agricultural. Forestry, 
and Water Resources Development of the South East (CEICADES) Uni ike 
the other regional centers, CEICADES was created as a result of not only 
institutional concern but also external influences. The federal govern­
ment in 1986 designated the Colegio de Postgraduados to take on the 
organization and administration of the defunct agricultural college in 
the region (Victorino, 1991). Based on the experiences of the previously 
created regional centers, the institution organized CEICADES, which is 
located in the state of Tabasco. A 1991 report (Colegio de Postgrad­
uados, 1991c) of the regional center indicated that research, training 
and extension activities were carried out by 56 faculty members; 2 
holding the Ph.D., 30 M.S. and 24 B.S. degrees. Research activities were 
organized into 25 research lines, 81 programs, and 114 projects. In that 
year, 59 research results were published. Concerning training, 16 
courses for technicians and professionals were organized, and 63 confer­
ences were carried out. No masters' degree courses were reported; 
however, faculties were encouraged to organize masters' degree programs. 
In addition, eight extension activities were undertaken, according to the 
report. 
Finally, the four regional centers possessed modern buildings with 
offices, conference rooms, classrooms, libraries, computation centers, 
and other services for administrative and academic purposes. Two of 
them, CRECIDATH and CEICADES, had large land areas for research and 
agricultural and animal production. In addition, CRECIDATH and CEICADES 
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possessed dormitory rooms for visitors and CEICADES provided housing 
departments rented to its faculty members (Colegio de Postgraduados, 
1991c). 
The Regional Center and Other Similar 
Agricultural Educational Models in Latin America 
The origin or birth of an institution or organization does not often 
happen accidentally; it is created to answer real needs. Its very 
existence and continuity are guaranteed only when it is able to fulfill a 
role that will meet these needs (Castronovo, 1965). This principle can 
be applied to the regional centers of the Colegio de Postgraduados as 
well as to other similar organizations. Why were the regional centers 
created? And what is their role? These are questions frequently posed by 
faculties and other concerned people. This literature review will try to 
answer these questions. 
The influence of the land-grant college model 
in Latin American universities 
In Latin American countries as well as in the United States, agri­
cultural universities, faculties or colleges have a triple function: to 
educate people, to advance knowledge, and to serve the community (Kellog 
and Knapp, 1966). Certainly, in the land-grant universities, it was 
recognized early that teaching was sterile without the revitalizing 
influence of newly discovered information (Peterson and Baldwin, 1965). 
Further, "the research and extension aspects of its public service 
mission helped to set the tone of the College as much as did teaching. 
No one of the three could be as strong without the other two" (Kellog and 
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Knapp, 1966, p.41). That recognition in Latin America started in the 
late fifties because of the introduction of the land-grant educational 
model. Yet, for many reasons, that model was not been adopted. For 
instance, all three functions, teaching, research, as well as extension, 
continued to be separated. While teaching was the responsibility of the 
universities, research and extension were designated to the agricultural 
ministries. Even when universities started doing research, it was 
disconnected from teaching; research was mostly done in laboratories or 
experiment stations, often without considering farmers' needs (Olcese, 
1965; Castronovo, 1965; Hernandez, 1988). Professors did not conduct 
research because of lack of full-time faculty and deficiency in training; 
as a consequence, teaching took a very theoretical form. Research and 
extension were generally the responsibility of other institutions which 
had very little contact with the universities (Olcese, 1965). Hernandez, 
in an interview by Jimenez (1984) stated "teaching was very encyclopedic 
and a blackboard and slate pencil teaching"(p.213). Mata (1982) also 
argued "the teaching-learning process was based mostly on books, and 
notes in classrooms; students were passive, domesticated, alienated, 
memoirists, repetitive, and supporters of the status quo" (p.72). Duch 
(1982) stated: 
the content of most courses was imported and in many 
cases was not adapted to the agricultural existing condi­
tions. There was, indeed, a large distance between those 
seen in classroom and those carried to practice. As a 
consequence, graduates faced the contradiction between 
the professional training that was theoretical and par­
celed and the reality that was complex (Duch, 1982, p. 
153). 
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In short, even though the land-grant educational model was intro­
duced to Latin American universities, teaching was the only function 
performed by most of them. Consequently, professional training and 
university functions did not respond adequately to the needs of solving 
agricultural and rural problems. 
In response to that situation, some agricultural universities, 
colleges, and faculty tried to improve their mission. Different strate­
gies and approaches were created or adopted from other experiences. For 
instance, 'university-based extension work,' 'rural agricultural work 
experience,' 'integrated field-operation research,' 'participative action 
research,' 'residential training center,' 'university regional center,' 
'university field-work,' and 'rural university' were some of them. The 
decade of the 70s was a period in which several agricultural universi­
ties, colleges, and faculties started experimenting with new programs to 
link their institutions with agricultural and rural problems (Zepeda del 
Val le, 1982; Jimenez, 1991). 
The regional center model 
Since its creation the Colegio de Postgraduados has tried to improve 
its functions to be more effective in its mission. As was described 
earlier, four regional centers were created to link the institution with 
agricultural and rural problems in the regions. The institution recog­
nized that teaching at the postgraduate level must be based on research 
by the professor, in any area or discipline. The result of that work, 
the generated knowledge, and the acquired experience should be the 
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material and the content of the courses to be taught. Obviously, when 
that knowledge is transmitted, a method of work, a philosophy, and a way 
of thinking and acting is also transferred. Therefore, research must be 
carried out in the field, in close contact with rural people, and teach­
ing must be nurtured from the reality (Casas et al., 1977). For that, it 
was necessary to create programs with the purpose of facilitating and 
encouraging participation of professors in projects off campus. In that 
way, the institution would establish a permanent link between its aca­
demic functions and the rural problems and needs of farmers, remarked the 
authors. Also, the belief was that the activities of research, teaching, 
and extension, to be carried out in the regional centers, would facili­
tate a process of "intellectualization" of the agricultural and rural 
phenomena. In other words, the education of students would be more 
appropriate to the needs of the agricultural sector (Casas et al., 1977). 
A few years after the program was initiated, a report from one of the 
regional centers (Colegio de Postgraduados, 1985) indicated that the 
activities in the regional center had facilitated educational feedback, 
thereby incorporating new theoretical, conceptual, and methodological 
elements into the program of study. Another report of the same regional 
center (Macias and Castaneda, 1989) stated that the regional center 
constituted a natural laboratory, in which the institution benefited from 
doing research, teaching, and extending service to the farmers and other 
institutions. 
From those statements it can be inferred that the regional centers 
of the Colegio de Postgraduados constituted a means through which profes-
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sors and students had the opportunity to interact, learn, and gain 
cognitive and affective knowledge. In fact, if the teaching-learning 
process was to be effective, experience was required. Authors (Chicker-
ing, 1977; Limbird, 1981; Blun, 1986; McCormick, Cox, and Miller, 1989; 
McCracken and Darrow, 1989) agreed that students tended to learn more and 
better when they were actively involved. The old proverbs said "experi­
ence is the best teacher" and "practice makes perfect." In essence, 
experience was necessary and essential for permanent learning to occur in 
any person at any age. Yet, in the case of agricultural students and 
professors, experience needs to be in the form of direct contact with the 
farmers and their problems. Also, it was recognized that in the forma­
tive process of the student, the experience of the professor is important 
(Blun, 1986). But faculty members, including those with advanced de­
grees, often did not had the opportunity to develop skills and an under­
standing of the nature and difficulties involved in agriculture (Pino, 
1974). Also, Kellog and Knapp (1966) inferred that professors who 
devoted the major part of their effort to research had more opportunities 
to relate their practical and theoretical knowledge with the problems 
that people faced in the real world than did professors who devoted most 
of their time to teaching. These arguments indicated that both profes­
sors and students needed to gain continued experience in their process of 
learning and professional development (Figure 3). 
A theoretical explanation of those arguments can be found in Leon-
tiev's theory of action. According to this theory (Zuber, 1991), human 
action is determined by social conditions, and human knowledge and skills 
^Regional Centers^ 
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Figure 3. Integrating education, research, and extension through regional centers, an agricultural 
education approach of the Colegio de Postgraduados, Mexico. 
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are self-developed and passed on from generation to generation as his­
torical, derived, knowledge. In Leontiev's theory of action, the key 
concept is action with concrete matters or "subject-action-object." The 
subject is the holistic person and his/her consciousness, including 
intentions, motivations, cognitive aspects (e.g., thoughts, ideas, 
concepts) as well as affective aspects (e.g., emotions, feelings, anxi­
ety); the subject might be students, faculties, and others. The action 
may refer to any aspect of learning, teaching or other professional 
activities. Whether the action is practical (exterior) or mental (in­
terior), its aim is to be reflected, refracted or transformed in the sub­
ject's consciousness together with the product of action (the object) 
which is also to be reproduced in the subject's consciousness. The 
object refers to a task, problem or to that which is produced (e.g. 
learned or taught) by the subject through action. It includes all given 
factors within the context and system of a university, as well as outside 
the university. Factors inside include the curriculum (content, struc­
ture, assessment, system), the philosophy of the university and, its 
conditions, requirements and regulations. External factors include the 
country's economic and political situation and government cuts. 
From those concepts, Zuber (1991) developed a model (Figure 4), 
which could be applied to the context of the regional centers of the 
Colegio de Postgraduados. The dynamics in that model (subject-action-
object) were explained in the following terms. 
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The subject consciously plans and controls a course of action 
or activity in his/her consciousness based on existing knowl­
edge, hypotheses, intuitive theories and past experiences; 
during and after the implementation of the action, the action 
is interiorized in the subject's mind as 'refracted,' person­
al, new or modified knowledge integrated in the hierarchy of 
his/ her existing knowledge system. Action, whether material 
or mental, may have an influence on the object which, in turn, 
may have an impact on the action. The action, on the one 
hand, is limited and influenced by the object, i.e. by the 
task within the demands and requirements of the university; on 
the other, it may influence and change the object (task and/or 
context) and produces new conditions for future actions. 
Thus, faculties and students are both the producers and the 
product of the social situations in which they teach and 
learn. This basic model may be interpreted in terms of 
student learning, faculty activities, as well as principles of 
learning and teaching (Zuber, 1991, p.117). 
Representation 
SUBJECT ACTION OBJECT 
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Technological & 
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problems 
Figure 4. A model of faculty activities (Modified from Zuber, 1991) 
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In practical terms, if faculty, either from campus or regional 
centers, and students participated in academic activities in the regional 
centers, they could gain knowledge, experience, and a better understand­
ing of agricultural, rural, and environmental problems of the region. 
The gained knowledge and experience would help improve their professional 
competency, which in turn, would affect positively on the educational 
function of the institution. Consequently, means like the regional 
centers could be useful for: facilitating an efficacious teaching-
learning process, generating knowledge and technology, and making pos­
sible interdisciplinary interaction. In addition, the regional centers 
could give the opportunity for students and faculties to participate 
directly in planning, operating, and evaluating agricultural and rural 
development projects for welfare, economic uplift and all-around develop­
ment of the rural communities (Figure 5). 
Other experiences linking teaching, research. 
and extension in Latin America 
Four programs are briefly described in this part. The first one is 
the Rural University. This program was created in 1974 by professors of 
the Universidad del Valle, Cali, Colombia. A report (Arbab, 1984) 
indicated that professors worked through interdisciplinary groups con­
cerned with community participation. Some of the underlying principles 
and characteristics of the program were: I) the professors and graduates 
made a consistent and continuous effort to develop an institution that 
belonged to the people of a rural region and tried to understand develop­
ment from their point of view; 2) professors, technicians, and all who 
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Figure 5. The influence of academic activities on faculty professional development 
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had been part of the rural university were cautious, seeking a slowly 
developing structure base on concrete educational and productive actions. 
Arbab stated: 
In about a decade, it grew from a small educational program 
into a well-established and stable institution. It generated 
knowledge and formulated strategies. Not one of its 22 gradu­
ated engineers had left for the cities, nor was there anyone 
who could be described as a frustrated, bitter, over-educated 
villager. The response of the population of the region to the 
concept and the plans of the rural university continued to be 
positive, and each village, where programs were established, 
was gradually increasing its participation (Arbab, 1984, p. 
6 6 ) .  
From that innovative experience it can be concluded that although 
research was emphasized in the program, extension education was the heart 
of the process. An important aspect of the program was its emphasis on 
rural development as its goal, which, as the author stated, went beyond 
traditional interventions in technical assistance, credit, and marketing. 
In addition to that, the program sought solutions to the problems of 
health, shelter, education, community organization and family income 
improvement. 
A second example to be described is the Autonomous University of 
Chapingo (UACH) of Mexico. Two programs with different approaches were 
created: University Field Work (TCU) and the University Regional Center. 
The main objective of TCU was: 
. . . to change the traditional agricultural education 
model for another new one, in which the social practice 
constituted the primary fount of knowledge and permitted 
generation of a critical, reflexive, and comprehensive 
educational process. A new type of agricuturist must be 
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prepared; for that, education should have as characteris­
tics, participation, dialogue, and investigation of 
reality. Education should be a process in which stu­
dents, instructors, and farmers (campesinos) are the 
active subjects. For a new university, integration of 
teaching and research, in direct contact with the rural 
reality, is required (Mata, 1981, p. 41- 42). 
TCU was defined as "diverse activities that instructors and students 
carried out in rural communities with the purpose of integrating teach­
ing, research, and extension in practice" (Mata, 1982, p. 49). In 1977, 
four years after the start of the program, 40 groups were working in 40 
different communities. However, in the following years, participation of 
students and faculties declined. A report of TCU (Mata, 1982) stated 
that it was less difficult to involve students than faculty in the 
program, and the program was very costly. Yet, students and faculty who 
participated in the program realized that it was necessary to establish a 
close relationship between the study programs and the agricultural and 
rural problems. Also, faculty who participated for the first time in the 
program realized that they did not have enough knowledge and skills to 
solve agricultural technical problems nor to answer students' and farm­
ers' questions. In spite of some difficulties, the program continued 
operating, but not according to the planned program because of several 
problems, especially financial constraints. 
The other program, the University Regional Center, was started in 
1973 when the first regional center was created in that year. In 1986, 
eight regional centers were functioning in different regions of Mexico 
(Jimenez, 1991). The main objective of the program was to understand the 
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production process at the regional level; namely, to know the relation­
ship among the biological, technical, economic, and social aspects of 
agriculture (Duch, 1982).The supporters of the program believed that the 
participation of faculty from various academic departments of the insti­
tution, in any regional center, would make possible a better understand­
ing of the agricultural and rural problems. The object of study would be 
targeted from several areas of specialization. As a result, new inter­
disciplinary courses and areas would be created and implemented (Duch, 
1982). The author indicated that the general purpose of the program was 
to establish a link between the national agricultural problems and the 
educational functions of the institution. Several years after the start 
of the program, a report (Muench, 1986) stated, although the relationship 
between research and teaching had been clearer and the development of 
research and teaching activities had permitted close linkages and 
reciprocal feedback, extension was still confused. This could be due to 
the lack of integration between the university as a whole and the rural 
problems, argued the author. 
The last case is related to the Escuela Agricola Panamericana, El 
Zamorano, Honduras. Jimenez (1991) reported that the El Zamorano school 
was a middle level semiprivate agricultural educational institution. 
Education was based on the combination of a solid theoretical preparation 
with a component of intense work in the production, processing, trans­
portation, and marketing processes of food. The students, in direct 
participation in those processes, including research, learned by doing. 
To accomplish that type of education, the institution had an ample area 
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of land, machinery, equipment, a library, a laboratory, and other kinds 
of infrastructure such as housing for students. The graduates from this 
school had recognized prestige in the area, remarked the author. In 
1987, a rural development program was created to help rural communities; 
unfortunately no information was found about its advances and results. 
From these few cases, it can be argued that higher agricultural 
education institutions in Latin America have made important efforts to be 
more effective in their mission. Teaching and research activities have 
received major emphasis in the last years. However, extension has 
continued to be the weakest part of the effort. A similar result was 
found by Jimenez (1991) in his analysis of various agricultural schools 
of higher teaching. He concluded: 
Even though higher agricultural education institutions in 
Latin America and the Caribbean performed with enough 
competency in the preparation of professionals, there was 
weakness in the interaction with farmers and the organi­
zation of service and in designing, operating, and evalu­
ating agricultural and rural development programs, with 
the exception of some cases (Jimenez, 1991, p. 46). 
He urged that higher agricultural education institutions should 
place more direct emphasis on efforts to help farmers improve their 
income and life conditions. 
In spite of the diverse problems that Latin American higher agricul­
tural education (HEA) has faced, there has been a growing recognition 
that HEA institutions were trying to improve their function and mission. 
Many of them developed creative programs to achieve that purpose. Even 
though those efforts represent important advances, HEA institutions have 
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not evaluated their programs in order to assess the attainment of their 
goals to develop sound and effective programs (FAO & ALEAS, 1991). 
Program Evaluation 
Why is evaluation necessary and what should be evaluated in an 
educational program such as the regional centers? These are two questions 
that the researcher will try to answer in this section. 
Decisions about programs in terms of their continuance or discon­
tinuance, or in terms of improvements in programs, are frequently re­
quired for many reasons, but in general are brought to bear because human 
and fiscal resources are being utilized in the process and, more impor­
tantly, because there is a fundamental need to know the effectiveness of 
activities and if the achievement of objectives has had a significant 
impact on the lives and future of human beings (Roth, 1978). 
In educational programs, evaluation plays many roles, even though it 
has a single goal: to determine the worth or merit of whatever is being 
evaluated (Scriven, 1973, cited by Worthen and Sanders, 1987). Most 
educators agree that evaluation can serve either a formative or a summa-
tive purpose. Formative evaluation is conducted during the operation of 
a program to provide administrators with evaluative information useful in 
improving the programs. Summative, on the other hand, is conducted at 
the end of a program to provide potential consumers with judgments about 
that program's worth or merit. Both formative and summative are impor­
tant in program evaluation. Worthen and Sanders (1987) stated; 
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It should be apparent that both formative and summative 
evaluation stages of a program to improve and strengthen it. 
Unfortunately, far too many educators conduct only summative 
evaluation. This is unfortunate because the development 
process, without formative evaluation, is incomplete and 
inefficient (Worthen and Sanders, 1987, p. 35). 
There is a range of approaches to the evaluation of educational pro­
grams. Worthen and Sanders (1987), classified them into six categories: 
1) Objectives-oriented approach, where the focus is on specifying goals 
and objectives and determining the extent to which they have been 
attained. 
2) Management-oriented approaches, where the central concern is on 
identifying and meeting the informational needs of managerial 
decision-makers. 
3) Consumer-oriented approaches, where the central issue is developing 
evaluative information on educational "products." 
4) Expertise-oriented approaches, which depend primarily on the direct 
application of professional expertise to judge the quality of 
educational endeavors. 
5) Adversary-oriented approach, where planned opposition in points of 
view of different evaluators (pro and con) is the central focus of 
the evaluation. 
6) Naturalistic and participant-oriented approaches, where naturalistic 
inquiry and involvement of participants are central in determining 
the values, criteria, needs, and data for the evaluation. 
The selection of any evaluation approach will depend on the purpose 
and aims of evaluation. Likewise, the design of evaluation to be used 
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will be dependent upon a number of factors that the evaluator should have 
already identified. The major factors to consider are the purposes of 
the evaluation, the users of the evaluation results, the entity being 
evaluated, the time limitation, and the resources available. Therefore, 
each evaluation should be designed within the context of the specific 
situation (Brack and Guenna, 1984). 
To improve programs a comprehensive evaluation model should be used. 
The literature on evaluation of educational programs suggests that the 
CIPP (context, input, process, and product) model provides comprehen­
siveness and sensitivity to information that decision makers need (Wor-
then and Sanders, 1987). Stufflebeam et al. (1971) has been an influen­
tial proponent of that model. He viewed evaluation as the process of 
delineating, obtaining, and providing useful information for judging 
decision alternatives (Stufflebeam et al., 1971). Stufflebeam developed 
an evaluation framework to serve decision makers facing four different 
kinds of educational decisions: 
1) Context evaluation serves as a planning function in providing for 
the determination of objectives, 
2) Input evaluation serves as a design function in determining re­
sources and alternative strategies for meeting evaluation objec­
tives, 
3) Process evaluation serves as an implementation function in control­
ling and refining program operations and determining if the program 
was implemented as planned, and 
54 
4) Product evaluation serves as a judgmental function in determining 
the extent to which program objectives were attained. 
In higher education, the literature (Roth, 1978; CONAEES, 1990; 
Astin, 1991) indicates that much of the evaluation university faculty 
members do has been carried out for purposes similar to the evaluation of 
students: to support the resources and reputational views of excellence 
and to support certain administrative practices rather than to enhance 
talent and institutional development. In addition, in designing evalua­
tion to know the impact of educational programs, evaluation has usually 
considered only a directional linear effect of faculty performance, 
rather than a two-way or cyclical effect. As was explained earlier, 
faculty, when performing teaching, research, and extension, especially in 
specific programs, acquire knowledge and experiences. As a result, they 
change attitudes and ways of thinking and improve their professional 
competency. These processes have rarely been considered by evaluators 
when dealing with faculty performance. 
Experiential Programs 
In order to provide accurate information to administrators and 
decision makers, evaluators should include, in the evaluation design, the 
two-way cyclical effect of faculty and student performance. The consid­
eration of these processes in the evaluation design will be even more 
necessary when evaluating programs with experiential approaches. Various 
evaluation reports indicate that experiential learning programs have 
enabled students to gain not only knowledge and practical skills, but 
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also insight into sociological aspects (Runcie, 1976; Home, 1976; 
Cessna, 1977; Honeyman, 1983; Fenwick and Gartin, 1990). For example, 
Cessna (1977), as a result of his study of the agricultural intern 
program at Colorado State University (CSU), found the following results. 
When former interns were questioned about a variety of items, they felt 
that three of the most important aspects of the program were the practi­
cal knowledge gained, exposure to professionals, and increased self-
assurance and maturity. Also, ninety percent of those who had partici­
pated in the program had a very positive attitude toward their particular 
internship. Thirteen years after Cessna's evaluation, Fenwick and Gartin 
(1990) carried out another evaluation of the same program. They found 
similar results to Cessna's. In addition, Funwick and Gartin found that 
obtaining related work experiences, developing business and management 
skills, and learning to communicate more effectively were the three most 
lacking characteristics in the beginning CSU interns as seen by coop-
erators. In conclusion, the authors indicated that the internship 
program provided students hands-on opportunities to a career-related 
experience. The most beneficial aspects of the program, as noted by the 
intern students, were the practical knowledge gained and the self-
assurance and maturity that developed during the experience. 
Another similar experience to the CSU intern program, in dealing 
with experiential learning out-of-classroom, has been the Ag 450 farm 
course at Iowa State University. Honeyman (1983) stated that the school 
farm has long been important in agricultural education, resident instruc­
tion and extension. Although the author did not evaluate the Ag 450 
56 
course, he systematized relevant information related to the role of the 
school farm in the practical and managerial learning skills of the 
students. For example, in an evaluative study carried out by Odegard in 
1949, former students of Ag 450 were asked to rate 17 statements describ­
ing the subject matter areas of the Ag 450 course. The top four rated 
statements describing the content of the course were; 1) training in 
accomplishing cooperative work with others, 2) opportunities to make 
decisions in farm management, 3) training in obtaining and using informa­
tion as a basis for making decisions, and 4) opportunities to secure 
understanding of overall problems in farm management. Also, from 
interviews with instructors, Honeyman concluded that Ag 450 was an 
operating farm where the students were applying what they had learned in 
many areas of course work to real problems. Another benefit area of Ag 
450 was that students were involved in group interaction during class 
meetings. They made decisions in a group setting. The students prac­
ticed communication skills including speaking, logic, discussion, 
questioning, and listening. Finally, Honeyman concluded that the Ag 450 
"has proven exemplary of a rare brand of participatory learning in 
agricultural management" (Honeyman, 1985, p. 81). 
A number of studies on experiential learning out-of-classroom of 
agricultural vocational education students have been made in the United 
States. Most of them are related to the three basic means that agricul­
tural vocational education has used to accomplish its objectives, Super­
vised Occupational Experience (SOE), Future Farmers of America (FFA), and 
classroom-laboratory instruction. SOE programs have used different forms 
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of experiential learning. For example, farming programs, farm placement, 
employment in agribusiness, experiences using school greenhouses, and 
school farm have been some of them (Davis, 1978). While SOE programs 
have mostly provided students with technical and practical skills, FFA 
programs have helped students to take part in a variety of personal 
development activities including leadership, communication, citizenship, 
service to others, social skills, management of financial resources, and 
individual adjustment (Towsend, 1981). Although studies have been made 
on the effectiveness of those programs, in most cases students were not 
asked their opinions of the benefit that they received from those pro­
grams. For example, in their studies Haynes (1981) and McCarthy (1981) 
of SOE and Towsend (1981) of FFA programs listed a number of benefits of 
those programs for students. However, the benefits listed were obtained 
as a result of questioning only instructors and administrators and not 
students. 
In summary, decisions about programs continuance, discontinuance, or 
their improvement, are frequently required for many reasons. One of them 
is because human and fiscal resources are being utilized in the process 
and, more importantly, because there is a fundamental need to know the 
effectiveness of activities if the objectives have a significant impact 
on the lives and future of human beings. In educational programs, 
evaluation can serve either formative or summative purposes. Formative 
evaluation is conducted during the operation of a program to provide 
administrators information useful in improving the programs. Summative, 
on the other hand, is conducted at the end of the program to provide 
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potential consumers with judgments about that program's worth or merit. 
Both formative and summative are important in program evaluation. There 
is a range of evaluation approaches; the selection of any evaluation 
approach will depend on the purpose and aim of evaluation. Also, each 
evaluation should be designed within the context of the specific situa­
tion. However, to improve educational programs a comprehensive evalua­
tion model should be used. The CIPP (context, input, process, and 
product) model provides the comprehensiveness and sensitivity to informa­
tion that decision makers need. In designing evaluation to assess the 
impact of an educational program, instructors' and students' performance 
should be considered as phenomena with a two-way and cyclical effect. 
Numerous evaluative studies of agricultural education programs demon­
strated that students in experiential learning programs off-classroom not 
only gained practical knowledge but also insight into social and socio­
logical life. 
Summary of Literature Review 
To focus the problem of study and construct a conceptual and theo­
retical framework, a variety of bibliographic references were revised and 
summarized. This summary section briefly emphasizes the main points 
cited in this chapter. The situation of Mexican agriculture, agricul­
tural education in Mexico, the Colegio de Postgraduados and its regional 
centers, the regional center and other similar agricultural educational 
model in Latin America, program evaluation and experiential programs were 
the main headings. 
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The following paragraph summarizes the current agricultural and 
rural situation in Mexico. In the early 90s only about ten percent of 
Mexico's land is suitable for agriculture; there has been a rapid popula­
tion growth, specially in urban areas; the economical growth with GDP has 
been erratic; and the income distribution has been unequal among the 
population. Since the last half of the sixties, the agricultural sector 
has not continued the same dynamism of production and productivity that 
it did in the years after the 1910-1917 revolution. The crisis of the 
agricultural sector has not been, however, only a problem of food produc­
tion, but a crisis of the rural society as well. This is reflected in 
the existence of two opposing types of farms: the subsistence and the 
large modern enterprise farms. As in most of Third World rural areas, 
the majority of the rural people of Mexico face severe problems of 
income, health, nutrition and education. Unemployment has dramatically 
increased in the 80s and starting the 90s. As a result, many people have 
migrated to the cities or to the United States. Although policies have 
emphasized research for technology development, which has in part been 
successful, the majority of farmers have not benefited from that effort 
and have continued using their traditional technology. One of the causes 
has been the technology development pattern followed by Mexico, a pattern 
that has been adopted from countries with large farms. Technology 
transfer has not been appropriate nor sufficient for improving agricul­
ture; and extension services have been inefficacious. Because of er­
roneous agricultural practices, soil erosion has increased, and natural 
resources and environment have dramatically deteriorated. 
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The described agricultural situation of Mexico does not mean that 
governments and institutions neglected improving agriculture and living 
conditions of rural people. Since the end of Second World War various 
national and regional programs have been implemented. However, the 
situation of agriculture and rural development in Mexico became worse in 
the decade of the 80s because of the economic crisis and the government 
obligation to pay the large external debt. As a consequence, the govern­
ment reduced the budget for public expenditures. That policy affected 
directly the agricultural sector, especially the social programs, re­
search, and human resource development. In spite of the critical circum­
stances, the expectation to overcome the Mexican agricultural crisis 
appears to be promising. The government emphasized that the moderniza­
tion of agriculture was the key strategy to improve the critical situa­
tion of the sector. The main purpose of the program of modernizing was 
to increase production and productivity in conditions of justice for 
agricultural producers. Because of the application of that program, many 
changes were carried out in the agricultural sector and related areas, 
but their results are still unknown. 
The first agricultural education institution in Mexico was created 
in 1852 with European influences. Although at the beginning of this 
century there were attempts to link research and education, that did not 
occur until the start of the decade of the forties. After the revolution 
of 1910-1917, agricultural schools played an important role in the 
process of agrarian reform and agricultural development. However, their 
nationalist conception was eroded because agrarian reform was applied 
61 
based more on political and economical rather than technical and social 
criteria. The influence of the land-grant university model was evident 
at the beginning of the forties; however, its principles were only 
partially adopted by universities. After the student movement of 1968, 
higher agricultural education not only received a big support impulse but 
as well universities started experimenting with new educational forms to 
respond to agricultural and rural development needs. Government impor­
tantly increased investment in agricultural education; as a result, the 
number of higher agricultural schools and students increased. The rapid 
and unplanned growth, however, caused many problems; students were not 
well prepared, and problems of the unemployed increased dramatically. 
That situation became worse in the decade of the eighties because of the 
national economic crisis. Starting in the nineties, the situation of 
agricultural education has not improved; new problems and challenge will 
be faced for the coming next century as a result of the new government 
policies, the fast changing world, and the unsolved agricultural and 
rural problems. 
Even though institutions of higher education in agriculture in 
Mexico face many problems, many made important efforts to improve their 
educational function by implementing innovative forms of linkages with 
agricultural and rural problems. The Colegio de Postgraduados was one of 
them. 
The Colegio de Postgraduados, one of the main agricultural institu­
tions of higher teaching at postgraduate level of Mexico, was created in 
1959. Its main objective was to prepare personnel at a high scientific 
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and technical level with a people-oriented approaches for teaching and 
research in the different areas that agricultural and rural development 
demand. To accomplish its objectives, the institution was organized into 
eleven centers on campus, five interdisciplinary programs, and four 
regional centers. Academic activities were carried out by almost 600 
faculty members. Each semester almost 600 students attended classes for 
master and doctoral degrees. The regional centers were created to link 
the academic activities of the institution with the agricultural and 
rural problems of the regions. The first regional center (CEICADAR) was 
created in 1976 in Puebla and the last (CEICADES) in 1986 in Tabasco. 
Each regional center had academic and staff personnel and a basic infra­
structure to carry out activities of research, teaching, and extension. 
The Colegio de Postgraduados, since its early stages, was founded on 
the premise that teaching at the post-graduate level must be based on 
research made by the professor; the result of that work, the generated 
knowledge and the acquired experience should be the material and the 
content of the courses to be taught. To facilitate and propitiate that 
kind of work and link the institution functions with the agricultural 
problems, the institution created four regional centers. 
On the basis of Leontiev's theory of action, for purposes of this 
study, it was supposed that faculties and students participating in 
academic activities in the regional centers would gain knowledge, experi­
ence, and understanding of the agricultural and rural problems of the 
regions. As a consequence, they would change their attitude and forms of 
thinking and acting; they would improve their professional competency and 
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consequently the educational function of the institution. According to 
Leontiev's theory, human action is determined by social conditions and 
human knowledge and skills are self developed and passed on from genera­
tion to generation as historical derived knowledge. Various evaluative 
studies on agricultural education have demonstrated that experiential 
learning programs off-classroom have been very useful for students to 
gain not only knowledge and practical skills but also insight into 
sociological aspects. 
Agricultural education institutions should continuously evaluate 
their programs (CONAEES, 1990). Evaluation is a reflection on the value 
of the programs that further the basic aims and purposes of the institu­
tion. There are a number of approaches to evaluate educational programs. 
The selection of any approach and the design to be used will depend upon 
many factors, which the evaluator should have already identified. 
However, each evaluation should be designed within the context of the 
specific situation. In designing evaluation to know the impact of 
educational programs, evaluators should consider not only a directional 
linear effect of faculty performance but also a two way or cyclical 
effect. 
In short, the literature reviewed helped to focus on the problem of 
study and to build a conceptual and theoretical framework. Although 
agriculture and agricultural education in Mexico faced several problems, 
the literature indicates that there are promising factors for improving 
the adverse situation. In agricultural education, one of the important 
aspects has been the experiences gained by various institutions in how to 
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link the institution with the agricultural and rural problems. Inno­
vative programs have been implemented to link among teaching, research 
and extension. To reinforce those efforts and be more effective in their 
mission, institutions need to evaluate those programs. For that, compre­
hensive evaluation approaches should be used. Evaluation should be 
carried out not only for purposes of supporting resources and reputa-
tional views of excellence but also, and more important, for enhancing 
talent and institution development. 
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CHAPTER III. METHODS AND PROCEDURES 
The purpose of this study was to assess the impact of the regional 
centers, in regard to research, training, and extension, on the educa­
tional function of the Colegio de Postgraduados. This chapter presents 
in the following sections the research procedures used: 1) design of the 
study, 2) population, 3) sample, 4) instrumentation, 5) data collection, 
6) statistical analyses, and 7) summary. 
Design of the Study 
The design used for this study was the descriptive survey method. 
According to Best (1981) descriptive surveys are: 1) non-experimental, 
dealing with non-manipulated variables, 2) involve hypothesis development 
and testing, 3) use inductive-deductive reasoning to arrive at generali­
zations, 4) may use randomization techniques, and 5) provide information 
for replication. Gay (1987) summarized that the purpose of this method 
is to test hypotheses or to answer questions concerning the current 
status of the object of the study. The descriptive method is heavily 
dependent upon instrumentation for measurement and observation. The 
descriptive survey method involves considerably more than administering a 
questionnaire to describe "what is" (Borg and Gall, 1989). This author 
argued: 
It is unfortunate but true that many research workers in 
education hold surveys in low esteem because they believe that 
surveys are limited to description. In fact, though, survey 
research utilizes a variety of instruments and methods to study 
relationships, effects of treatments, longitudinal changes, and 
comparisons between groups (Borg and Gall, 1989, p. 417). 
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Based upon the purpose and objectives of this study, descriptive 
survey method was employed. To answer the research questions, data were 
collected basically using the questionnaire technique. In addition, 
informal interview face to face, direct observation, and review of 
official records and documents techniques were used. Data was analyzed 
and discussed in the context of the conceptual and theoretical framework 
buit for this study. 
Population 
The population of the study was composed of campus and regional 
center faculty and students of the Colegio de Postgraduados of Mexico in 
the summer of 1992. The following additional restrictions were imposed 
on the population: 
1) faculty must have been full-time personnel of the Colegio de Post­
graduados; 
2) faculty must have had, at least, "investigador adjunto" (researcher) 
position. Research project responsibility of research projects 
starts at this position level, and faculty with this position often 
have more than two years working experience and hold, at least, a 
master's degree; and, 
3) students must have been full-time. 
Sample 
For this study, a stratified random sampling technique was used. 
This technique was selected because it ensured that all subgroups of 
faculties and students by centers of campus and regions had an equal and 
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independent chance for participation in the study. Borg and Gall (1989) 
indicated "stratified samples are particularly appropriate in studies 
where the research problem requires comparisons between various sub­
groups" (p.225). 
Sample size 
The sample size was determined using the formula of sample size with 
maximum variance and 95% of level of confidence. 
n = m ^—j— (when the level of significance is .05) 
This formula came from the following formula when Sn = ^ 
" " 7'^.n"pn''qn "here, 
n is the sample size 
N is the population 
d is the standarized effect size 
® is the level of significance 
pn is the sample proportion possessing the characteristic 
qn is equal to \-pn not possessing the characteristic 
Gomez (1985) recommended using this technique when the variance or 
error variance of the population in study was unknown. The population 
frame was determined from a list of all academic personnel and students 
obtained from the human resources and alumni offices of the Colegio de 
Postgraduados. A total of 72 campus faculty, 48 regional center faculty 
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and 91 students were included in the sample. No students from three 
regional centers (CREZAS, CRECIDATH, and CEICADES) were included in the 
sample because no masters or doctoral programs were yet created in those 
regional centers. The sample size of each strata is presented in 
Table 1. 
Table 1. Population and sample size for strata 
Strata 
Faculty 
N n 
Students 
N n 
Campus centers 
Botany, Plant Physiology, Pomology, & Forestry 47 13 80 14 
Economics and Rural Development 36 10 74 13 
Soil Management 41 12 68 12 
Plant Pathology and Entomology 39 11 69 12 
Genetics and Animal Science 48 14 98 17 
Hydrosciences and Statistics 43 12 76 14 
Subtotal 254 72 465 82 
Regional centers 
CEICADAR 
CREZAS 
CRECIDATH 
CEICADES 
Subtotal 
TOTAL 
45 24 
15 8 
14 
17 
7 
9 
91 48 
345 120 
30 
30 9 
495 91 
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Instrumentation 
The instruments used to gather data for this study were developed by 
the researcher based on previous experiences, literature review, and 
suggestions from Agricultural Education staff members at Iowa State 
University. A draft of the questionnaires was reviewed by Agricultural 
Education graduate students who had international experiences, and 
members of the researcher's graduate committee. Using the suggestions, 
three precoded questionnaires were designed, each one in three parts, for 
campus faculty, regional center faculty, and students. Part I of the 
three questionnaires contained identical questions. In this part, 
faculty and students were asked to rate each of the 25 statements on a 
scale of one (strongly disagree) through seven (strongly agree). The 
statements were related to key concepts and principles of agricultural 
education. Part II of the campus faculty and regional center faculty 
questionnaires addressed questions about participation and activities 
carried out in the regional centers, acquired experience, knowledge, and 
improved professional competency as a result of their participation in 
the regional centers. Part II of the student questionnaire addressed 
questions related to educational quality of the Colegio de Postgraduados. 
Students were asked to rate each of the 30 items on a scale of one 
(strongly disagree) through seven (strongly agree). In this part, 
students were also asked about their participation in academic activities 
in the regional centers. Part III of the three questionnaires asked 
about demographic information. The questionnaires were tested for 
content validity by Agronomy and Agricultural Education graduate students 
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at Iowa State University and students and faculty personnel at the 
Colegio de Postgraduados of Mexico. The questionnaires and the cor­
respondent cover letter were submitted to the Iowa State University 
Committee on the Use of Human Subjects in Research which approved the 
research instrument. A copy of the cover letters, questionnaires, and 
approval form are exhibited in Appendices A, B, and C. 
Data Collection 
Data were gathered during the summer of 1992 basically from the 
written questionnaire. However additional data was obtained by direct 
observation, informal interviews, and review of records and official 
documents. Questionnaires were delivered mainly by hand, face to face by 
the researcher and some faculty members. Administrators of campus and 
regional centers played an important role in the delivery and return of 
the questionnaires. In most cases directors of the centers supported the 
delivery of. questionnaires by sending introductory letters or memos to 
the selected faculty and students. Eighty-eight percent of the faculty 
and 80 percent of the students responded within three weeks. For the 
remaining respondents, administrators and colleagues were asked to 
cooperate in receiving and sending the questionnaires to the researcher. 
The cut-off date for receiving the second set of questionnaires was 
established as September 15, 1992. The final response rate was 70 (97%) 
campus faculty, 40 (83%) regional center faculty, and 79 (87%) students. 
Three student questionnaires were not usable because they were incomplete 
or unanswered. The overall usable response rate was 186 (88%). 
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Statistical Analysis 
The returned questionnaires were reviewed for coding accuracy. Two 
negative items of part I of the three questionnaires were precoded by 
reversing the scale in order to make them positive. Data were stored in 
a file of the Iowa State University mainframe computer and analyses were 
performed by using the Statistical Package for Social Sciences (SPSSx). 
The statistical procedures and tests for this study included: 
reliability analysis descriptive statistics, t-tests, and analysis of 
variance (ANOVA). Reliability analysis was used to determine the relia­
bility of the test instrument by an estimation of its internal consis­
tency (Cronbach's alpha). Descriptive statistics provided frequency 
counts, standard deviations, percentages, and means, which were utilized 
to provide a descriptive overview of the data. A two sample t-test was 
performed when two groups were involved in order to determine differences 
between them on specific variables. The one-way analysis of variance 
program (ANOVA) was utilized to determine differences among respondents 
on specific variables by selected demographic data. Finally, a Pearson's 
analysis was made to find a possible relationship among campus faculty's 
and students' perceptions of basic principles and concepts of agricultur­
al education and their degree of participation in the regional centers. 
Summary 
The design used for this study was the descriptive survey method. 
The population of the study was composed of campus and regional center 
faculty and students of the Colegio de Postgraduados, A stratified 
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random sampling was used. The sample size was as follow: campus faculty, 
72; regional centers, 48; and students, 91. The principal instrument to 
collect data was a written questionnaire. Three questionnaires were 
designed by the researcher, for campus faculty, regional center faculty, 
and students. Data were collected in the summer of 1992. Copies of the 
cover letter and questionnaires were hand-delivered to the subjects. The 
return rate of questionnaires was: 97%, campus faculty; 83%, regional 
center faculty; and 87%, students. The total usable return rate was 186 
(88%). Statistical analysis of data included reliability analysis, 
descriptive statistics, t-tests, and one-way analysis of variance. 
CHAPTER IV. FINDINGS AND DISCUSSION 
In this chapter the results of the analyses of data are presented 
and discussed. The purpose of this study was to assess the impact of the 
regional centers of research, teaching, and extension on the educational 
function of the Colegio de Postgraduados. Campus and regional center 
faculty as well as students were asked to determine their participation 
in the regional centers, their perceptions of the quality of their 
participation, and the effect of that participation on their professional 
development and consequently on students' educational performance. 
Findings are arranged under the following headings: 1) Analysis of 
reliability of the instruments, 2) Demographic description of the 
respondents, 3) Participation of campus faculty in the regional centers, 
4) Improvement of academic performance of campus faculty as a result of 
their participation in the regional centers, 5) Reasons for lack of 
participation of campus faculty in the regional centers, 6) Professional 
improvement of regional center faculty as a result of their academic 
activities in the regional centers, 7) Communication and importance of 
campus faculty participation in the regional centers as seen by faculty 
from regional centers, 8) Perception of regional center faculty on the 
function of regional centers, 9) Participation of students in the 
regional centers, 10) The educational performance in the Colegio de 
Postgraduados as perceived by students, 11) Perception of faculty members 
and students regarding principles and concepts of agricultural education, 
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12) Suggestions of faculty members and students for improving linkages 
among campus and regional centers, and 13) Summary of findings. 
Analysis of Reliability of the Instruments 
To assess the reliability of each survey instrument, an internal 
consistency coefficient alpha was computed. SPSSx procedure RELIABILITY 
was used to calculate Cronbach's alpha statistics for the constructs 
measured in the instrument. The analysis was computed for Part I and for 
the Likert-type questions of Part II of all three types of questionnaires 
(questions 6,7 and 9 of campus faculty, 8 and 9 of regional center 
faculty, and all 6 questions of students' questionnaires). This 
procedure yielded alphas of 0.96, 0.75, and 0.92 for campus faculty, 
regional center faculty and student questionnaires, respectively. 
Cronbach's alpha indicates the correlation among the statements. The 
higher the value of the reliability coefficient, which ranges from 
extreme values of 0.00 to 1.00, the more accurately the test measures the 
instrument constructs (Borg and Gall, 1989). Acceptable coefficients in 
educational research are those greater than 0.70 (Von Dalen, 1979, cited 
by Miller, 1991). Based on the results of the RELIABILITY procedure, the 
instruments were acceptable for use in this study. 
Demographic Description of the Respondents 
The findings reported in this section describe the characteristics 
of the campus faculty, regional faculty, and students. Data on gender, 
age, academic degree, academic rank, discipline area, length of services, 
and other characteristics of respondents are presented as follows. 
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Gender 
Table 2 shows the distribution of respondents by the variable 
"gender." Participants in the survey were predominantly male: 80.0%, 
campus faculty; 92.5%, regional center faculty; and 85.5%, students. 
This result is similar to that found by Macias (1990) in a survey made of 
professors and students of Mexican, Central American, and Caribbean 
agricultural universities, colleges, and faculties. 
Table 2. Gender of participants 
Campus faculty Regional center faculty Students 
Gender n % n % n % 
Female 14 20.0 3 7.5 11 14.5 
Male 56 80.0 37 92.5 65 85.5 
Total 70 100.0 40 100.0 76 100.0 
Age 
Respondents were asked to state their age. The obtained information 
was grouped into four categories by decades. Table 3 displays the 
results. The average age was: 40.7 years among campus faculty, 35.2 
among regional center faculty, and 31.1 among students. Almost 43% of 
campus faculty were in their 30s; approximately 29% were in their 40s. 
This means that the majority of campus faculty (over 70%) were between 30 
and 49 years old. The regional centers seemed to have larger percentages 
of faculty in their 20s and 30s. As might be expected, a larger 
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percentage of younger ages was found among students. In this group, 
close to 40% were in their 20s, compared to only 7.1% of campus faculty 
and 7.5% of regional center faculty. However, the largest group, for 
students as well as faculties was in their 30s. Similar results were 
found by Macias (1990) in his study of professors and graduate students 
of Mexico, Central America, and Caribbean agricultural universities, 
colleges and faculties. 
Table 3. Age of the respondents 
Age 
Range 
Campus faculty 
n % 
Regional 
n 
center faculty 
% 
Students 
n % 
20-29 5 7.1 7 17.5 30 39.5 
30-39 30 42.9 25 62.5 40 52.6 
40-49 20 28.6 7 17.5 5 6. 6 
50+ 15 21.4 1 2.5 1 1.3 
Total 70 100.0 40 100.0 76 100.0 
Mean 40, .7 35.2 31 .1 
Highest degree held bv faculty members 
Table 4 shows that, in both campus and regional center faculty, the 
group holding a master's degree was larger than those holding a 
bachelor's and doctorate (51.4% and 82.5% for campus and regional center 
faculty respectively). However, the group of faculty holding a doctorate 
was almost half (47.1%) among campus faculty, compared to only 15.5% 
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among regional center faculty. The reason for few faculty with a 
bachelor's degree, in this study, was due to the restriction imposed on 
the selection of the population. The study was limited to faculty 
members with responsibilities for research, teaching, and extension. 
This result was different from that found by Macias(1990). In his study, 
the percentages of faculty by category were: 17.4%, bachelor's; 55.1%, 
master's; and 27.7%, doctorate. Studies on Mexican higher agricultural 
education (Liberie, 1991) indicated that the Colegio de Postgraduados,was 
the institution with the highest percentage of faculty holding a 
doctorate degree compared to other institutions of higher education in 
agriculture. 
Table 4. Highest degree held by faculty members 
Campus faculty Regional center faculty 
Academic Degree n % n % 
Bachelor's 1 1.4 1 2.5 
Master's 36 51.4 33 82.5 
Doctorate 33 47.1 6 15.0 
Total 70 100.0 40 100.0 
Academic rank of faculty members 
Table 5 shows the distribution of faculty members by academic rank, 
for both campus and regional center faculty. The distribution of faculty 
members by academic rank was not the same for the campus and regional 
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centers. While Profesor investigador (Professor or Associate Professor) 
was the largest group among campus faculty (45.7%), investigador docente 
(Assistant Professor) was the largest group among regional center faculty 
(47.5%). The second largest group among campus faculty was investigador 
docente (31.4%), but among regional centers it was investigador adjunto 
(Instructor or assistant researcher) (42.5%). Because of the imposed 
restriction for selecting the population, ranks below "investigador 
adjunto" were excluded. The study was limited to faculty working full 
time in the institution and with responsibilities for research, teaching, 
and extension. 
Table 5. Faculty members by academic category 
Academic category 
Campus faculty 
n % 
Regional 
n 
center faculty 
% 
Profesor Investigador* 32 45.7 4 10.0 
Investigador docente^ 22 31.4 19 47.5 
Investigador adjunto^ 16 22.9 17 42.5 
Total 70 100.0 40 100.0 
^Professor or Associate Professor. 
^Assistant Professor. 
Instructor or research assistant. 
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Length of work in the institution 
Respondents were asked how long they had been working in the Colegio 
de Postgraduados. For data analysis, the information was grouped into 
three decades. Table 6 contains the results. The average years of 
working in the institution were 11.6, for campus faculty and 7.8 years 
for regional center faculty. The reason of that difference might be due 
to the fact that the regional centers, when created, were basically 
staffed by new faculty personnel. As was indicated in Chapter II the 
first regional center was created in 1976 and the last in 1986. However, 
some campus faculty members came to the regional centers to work. 
Table 6. Faculty members by working years in the Colegio de 
Postgraduados 
Campus faculty Regional center faculty 
Years n % n % 
9 years and below 32 45.7 4 72.5 
10-19 years 31 44.3 10 25.0 
20 years and above 11 15.7 1 2.5 
Total 70 100.0 40 100.0 
Mean 11 .6 7.8 
Faculty members bv time allocation among academic activities 
Campus and regional center faculty were asked to specify their time 
allocation (in percentages) concerning teaching, research, extension, and 
other activities (administration or other specific task designated by the 
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institution). Percentages were divided into fourths. Table 7 shows the 
distribution. On average, the largest percentage of campus faculty 
(50.2) and regional center faculty (50.3) spent time on research 
activities and both, campus and regional center faculty, were very 
similar in the time spent on research. This result was different from 
that found by Macias (1990). In that study, teaching was the activity in 
which faculty members spent the most time (41.9%). The reason that in 
this study no faculty were found with time exclusively allocated to 
teaching was due to the imposed restriction. Only faculty working full 
time in the institution and with responsibilities of research, teaching, 
and extension were considered. However, according to the official 
documents (Colegio de Postgraduados, 1992) a very few cases were part 
time faculty. 
Publications bv faculty members Faculty members of campus and 
regional centers were asked to state the number of publications they had 
written in the last ten years. The results indicated that campus faculty 
tended to publish more than regional center faculty. However, campus and 
regional center faculty tended to publish more research publications on 
average (12.9 and 10.0 respectively) than teaching (5.1 and 3.7), 
extension (3.6 and 3.4), and books (0.7 and 0.4). Campus and regional 
center faculty reported that 95.7% and 95.5% of them had, at least, one 
research publication. Those percentages were not, however, the same for 
teaching, extension, or book publications. For example, 25.7% of campus 
faculty and 32.5% of regional center faculty did not have any extension 
Table 7. Frequencies, percentages, and means of time allocated by faculty members to teaching, 
research, extension, and administration 
Percentage Teaching Research Extension Administration Other 
of time CF RCF CF RCF CF RCF CF RCF CF RCF 
0 Frequency 6 10 0 1 26 7 40 19 54 24 
Percent 8.6 25.0 0 2.5 37.1 17.5 57.1 47.5 77.1 60.0 
1-25 Frequency 15 23 7 8 37 22 25 15 15 14 
Percent 21.4 57.5 10.0 20.0 52.9 55.0 35.7 37.5 21.4 35.0 
26-50 Frequency 45 6 37 12 7 4 5 4 1 1 
Percent 64.3 15.0 52.9 30.0 10.0 10.0 7.1 10.0 1.4 2.5 
51-75 Frequency 4 0 15 10 0 6 0 1 0 0 
Percent 5.7 0.0 21.4 25.0 0.0 15.0 0.0 2.5 0.0 0.0 
76-100 Frequency 0 0 11 8 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Percent 0.0 0.0 15.7 20.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 
No Frequency — — 1 — — 2 — — 1 — — 1 — — 1 
response Percent 2.5 5.0 2.5 2.5 2.5 
Mean 31.0 12.8 50.2 50.3 9.3 20.8 7.3 10.0 2.4 4.8 
CP = Campus faculty, N = 70. 
RCF = Regional center faculty, N = 40. 
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publications. The same tendency was for teaching and book publications; 
for instance, 18.6% and 32.2% of campus and regional center faculty did 
not have any teaching materials published and 65.5% and 75.0% of campus 
and regional center faculty also did not have any written materials or 
books (Table 8). The results of this study are similar to that found by 
Macias (1990) in the sense that faculty tended to publish more research 
materials than other kind of publications. However, in this study the 
number of publication per faculty was on average higher than that found 
by Macias, 
Other characteristics of faculty members 
Campus faculty were asked about their discipline area in which they 
worked. Information from campus faculty was grouped into four major 
areas considering related disciplines. For example Pomology, Livestock 
Production, Forestry and Soil Studies were grouped into "applied" areas; 
Botany, Plant Physiology, and Genetics into "biological" areas; Statis­
tics and Hydrosciences into "mathematical" areas; and Economics and Rural 
Development Studies into "social" areas. Data are displayed in Figure 6. 
Evidently, 41.4% (29) of the seventy members of the campus faculty worked 
in "applied" areas; 24.3% (17) in "biological" areas; 17.1% (12) in 
"mathematical" areas; and 17.1% (12) in "social" areas. 
The distribution of the fourty regional center faculty by working 
place was as follows: 14 (35.0%) worked in CEICADAR, 9 (22.5%) in 
CRECIDATH, 9 (22.5%) in CEICADES, and 8 (20.0%) in CREZAS (Figure 7). Of 
these regional centers, only CEICADAR served students. 
Table 8. Frequencies, percentages, and means of faculty members by number of publications reported 
in the areas of research, extension, teaching, and books 
Number of Research Extension Teaching Books 
Publications CF RCF CF RCF CF RCF CF RCF 
0 Frequency 3 1 18 13 13 13 46 30 
Percent 4.3 2.5 25.7 32.5 18.6 32.5 67.7 75.0 
1-2 Frequency 9 7 22 11 19 11 18 8 
Percent 2.8 17.5 31.4 27.5 27.1 27.5 25.7 20.0 
3-4 Frequency 7 8 11 4 18 6 5 2 
Percent 10.8 20.0 15.7 10.0 25.7 15.0 7.1 5.0 
5-10 Frequency 24 13 15 9 13 5 1 — — 
Percent 34.3 32.5 21.4 22.5 18.6 12.5 1.4 
11+ Frequency 27 10 4 2 7 4 — — — — 
Percent 38.6 25.0 5.7 5.0 10.0 10.0 
No response Frequency — — 1 — — 1 — — 1 — — 
Percent 2.5 2.5 2.5 
Mean 12.9 10.0 3.6 3.4 5.1 3.7 0.7 0.4 
CF = Campus faculty, N = 70. 
RCF = Regional center faculty, N = 40. 
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Figure 7. Distribution of faculty members by regional centers 
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Other characteristics of students 
In addition to age and gender, students were asked about their 
country of birth, study area, starting semester, pursuance of academic 
degree, and area of experience. Of 76 students surveyed, 93.4% were from 
Mexico and 6.6% from South American countries. The great majority 
(94.7%) were pursuing a master's and 5.3% a doctoral degree. Information 
from campus students was grouped into four major study areas considering 
related disciplines. For example Pomology, Livestock Production, 
Forestry and Soil Studies were grouped into "applied" areas; Botany, 
Plant Physiology, and Genetics into "biological" areas; Statistics and 
Hydrosciences into "mathematical" areas; and Economics and Rural Develop­
ment Studies into "social" areas as shown in Figure 8. The largest group 
(34.2%) was studying in "applied" areas and the smallest group in 
"social" areas (13.2%). 
10.50% 
13.20% 
22.40% 
"Applied" 
"Biological" 
^ "Mathematical" 
34.20% 
19.70% ^ "Social" 
• CEICADAR 
Figure 8. Students by area of study 
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Students from CEICADAR, the only regional center with students, were 
also included in the study; this group was only 10.5% of the total. 
Students by starting dates included all semesters from Spring 1989 to 
Spring 1992. Students from Spring and Fall of 1989 were grouped because 
of low numbers. Data are displayed in Figure 9. The two largest groups 
(39.5% and 28.9%) started in Spring 1992 and Spring 1991. Two reasons 
might explain this result. First, because of the institutional calendar 
most "new" students begin in the Spring semester of each year; second, 
during the period of data collection for this study ,Summer 1992, 
long-term students were generally not available. Finally, students were 
asked about their background area of experience. Responses are shown in 
Figure 10. Research (53.8%) and teaching (25.8%) were the areas of 
experience for most students. 
Sprg92 Fall91 Sprg91 Fall90 Sprg90 SprFal89 
Figure 9. Distribution of students by first semester of study 
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In summary, the predominant gender for campus and regional center 
faculty and students was male. The average ages for the three types of 
respondents were: 40.7 years, for campus faculty; 35.2, for regional 
center faculty; and 31.0 for students. However, the predominant group 
for all three populations was those between 30 and 39 years old. The 
majority of faculty in both campus and regional centers held master's 
degrees. However, more campus faculty held doctorates than did regional 
center faculty. The average number of working years for faculty was 11.6 
for campus faculty and 7.8 years for regional center faculty. Campus 
faculty were more likely to have long-term careers. Profesor investiga-
dor (Professor or Associate Professor) was the predominant academic rank 
for campus faculty and Investigador docente (Assistant Professor) for 
regional center faculty. Research, rather than Teaching or Extension, 
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was the predominant activity for both campus and regional center faculty. 
The largest groups of campus faculty and students were involved in 
"applied" areas. CEICADAR had the largest number of regional center 
faculty. Campus faculty tended to publish more than regional faculty, 
but both groups tended to publish research publications rather than other 
types of materials. The great majority of students were from Mexico, and 
the largest group of students started their graduate studies in the 
Spring semesters of 1992 and 1991. Finally, research and teaching were 
the areas in which most students had experience. 
Participation of Campus Faculty in the Regional Centers 
The following section is based upon the first objective of this 
study: to assess participation of campus faculty in the regional centers 
in terms of degree of familiarity, frequency of participation, type of 
activities carried out, forms of participation, and involvement of other 
people in their activities. 
Degree of familiarity of campus faculty with the regional centers 
Before asking about their participation, campus faculty were asked 
to rate their degree of familiarity with the regional centers. The 
following rating scale was used: 1) unfamiliar, 2) slightly familiar, 3) 
familiar, and 4) very familiar. Means and standard deviation were 
calculated for the analysis. According to the findings (Table 9) campus 
faculty were in general terms very slightly familiar with regional 
centers (x=1.85; S.D.=0.99). Campus faculty gave the lowest mean rating 
for familiarity to CEICADES (x=1.66, S.D.= 1.02). 
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Table 9. Means and standard deviations of scores regarding the degree of 
familiarity of campus faculty with regional centers 
Regional centers Valid cases Mean S.D. 
CEICADAR 70 1.98 1 .01 
CREZAS 70 1.93 0. 97 
CRECIDATH 70 1.86 0, .96 
CEICADES 70 1.66 1. 02 
The four regional centers as a unit 70 1.85 0. 99 
Scale: 1 = unfamiliar; 4 = very familiar. 
In order to find differences between or among groups, t-tests and 
oneway analyses of variance were used. Group comparisons for the 
following demographic and situational variables were made: discipline 
area, academic degree, academic rank, age, and length of service in the 
institution. An alpha level of .05 was set a priori. Means, standard 
deviations, F or t values of scores and probability are presented in 
Table 10. When campus faculty were compared by discipline area, oneway 
analysis indicated that no significant differences existed among the 
groups. The groups used in the analysis were: faculty from "basic," 
"applied," and "social" areas. The average scores were: 2.01 for 
"basic," 1.84 for "applied," and 1.58 for "social." In this case 
discipline areas were grouped into three major groups rather than four as 
it was presented earlier in demographic description. This was made in 
order to make the statistical analyses consistent. 
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When comparisons were made by academic degree, academic rank, age, 
and length of service in the institution, highly significant differences 
(p = 0.01) were found. When groups were compared by academic degree 
(master's and doctorate), t-test analysis indicated that a highly 
significant difference (p = 0.01) existed between the two groups. This 
means that campus faculty holding master's degrees were less familiar 
with the regional centers than those holding doctorates. When campus 
faculty were compared by academic rank (Profesor investigador, Investiga-
dor docente, and Investigador adjunto), oneway analysis of variance 
indicated that highly significant differences (p=0.01) existed among 
groups. The Scheffé post-hoc procedures revealed that differences were 
between: 1) Profesor investigador and Investigador docente and 2) 
Profesor investigador and Investigador adjunto. This means that campus 
faculty holding Investigador adjunto and Investigador docente categories 
were less familiar with the regional centers than those holding Profesor 
investigador categories. When campus faculty were grouped by age (from 
25 to 34, from 35 to 44, and from 45 or more), oneway analysis of 
variance indicated that highly significant differences (p=0.01) existed 
among groups. The Scheffé post hoc analysis indicated that differences 
were between: 1) the group of 25 to 34 and the group of 45 or more years 
old and 2) the group of 25 to 34 and the group of 35 to 44 years old. 
This means that faculty younger than 45 years old were less familiar with 
the regional centers than those who were 45 years old or more. Finally, 
when campus faculty were grouped by length of service in the institution 
(from 1 to 10 years and from 11 or more), t-test analysis indicated that 
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a highly significant difference (p = 0.01) existed between the two 
groups. This means that campus faculty working less than 11 years in the 
institution were less familiar with the regional centers than those 
working 11 or more years (Table 10). 
The reasons of lack of familiarity of campus faculty with the 
regional centers are presented and discussed farther on in this chapter. 
In this part, arguments are presented to explain the reasons why younger 
faculty and those with lower academic degrees, lower academic rank, and 
lower length of service in the institution were less familiar with the 
regional centers than those older faculty with higher academic degrees, 
academic rank, and length of service in the institution. The first 
argument is that older faculty and those with higher academic degrees 
might have more experience and knowledge than younger faculty and those 
with lower academic degree. Consequently, older faculty and those with 
higher academic degree could be more resourceful to plan, organize, and 
implement academic activities involving the regional centers than those 
younger and with lower academic degrees. The second argument is that due 
to the organizational structure of the institution faculty with low 
academic rank might have less opportunity to decide on their academic 
activities than faculty with high academic rank. According to the 
institutional rules, faculty with the rank of Profesor investigador 
supervise faculty with the rank of Investigador docente. Each Profesor 
investigador is responsible for the academic activities of a designated 
group of faculty with lower academic ranks. Therefore, any academic 
activity of the supervised faculty must be first approved by the 
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Table 10. Means, standard deviations, F or t values and probability of 
scores on the degree of familiarity of campus faculty with 
regional centers when compared by selected demographic vari­
ables 
Variable N Mean S.D. F/t values Prob. 
Discipline 
"Basic 12 2.01 0.71 1.29* 0.28 
"Applied" 34 1.84 0.81 
"Social" 24 1.58 0.65 
Total 70 1.85 0.76 
Academic deqree h Doctor 37 2.56 0.72 23.12° 0.00** 
Master's 33 1.50 0.59 
Total 70 1.86 0.75 
Academic rank 
Professor investigador 31 2.27 0.61 10.60* 0.00** 
Investigador docente 22 1.59 0.65 
Investigador adjunto 17 1.45 0.78 
Total 70 1.85 0.76 
Age 
25-34 25 1.40 0.64 9.87* 0.00** 
35-44 21 1.96 0.62 
45+ years old 24 2.24 0.74 
Total 70 1.86 0.75 
Lenath of service in the institution 
One to ten years 31 1.49 0.62 15.76° 0.00** 
Eleven or more years 39 2.15 0.74 
Total 70 1.86 0.75 
Scale: 1 = unfamiliar; 4 
value. 
= very familiar. 
^t value. 
**Significant at 0.01. 
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responsible faculty. In short, younger faculty and those with lower 
academic degrees and ranks, do not have the final decision on their 
academic activities. 
Frequency of participation of campus faculty in the regional center 
Part of the first objective of this study was to assess the frequen­
cy of participation of campus faculty in the regional centers. Respon­
dents were asked to rate five levels of frequency of participation for 
each regional center: 1) never, 2) rarely, 3) sometimes, 4) frequently, 
and 5) very frequently. Means and standard deviations were utilized for 
the analysis. According to the findings participation of campus faculty 
in the regional centers was, in general terms, very low (x=1.81; 
S.D.=1.03). Table 11 displays the results. CEICADAR was the regional 
center with the highest mean, where campus faculty may have participated 
more frequently than in the other regional centers (x=1.87; S.D.=1.05). 
CEICADES, on the contrary, was the regional center with the lowest mean 
for campus faculty participation (x=1.67; S.D.=1.05). Familiarity with 
the regional centers did not mean that campus faculty participated in 
academic activities in the regional centers. 
The reasons of lack of participation of campus faculty in the 
regional centers are also discussed later on in this chapter. Yet, it 
can be argued that there are various reasons why CEICADAR had the highest 
mean for frequency of participation of campus faculty compared to the 
other regional centers. One of the reasons could be because of its 
proximity to campus centers. While CEICADAR is the closest to campus 
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Table 11. Means and standard deviations of scores regarding frequency of 
participation of campus faculty in the regional centers 
Regional centers Valid cases Mean S.D. 
CEICADAR 70 1.87 1 .05 
CREZAS 70 1.86 1 .01 
CRECIDATH 70 1.83 1 .03 
CEICADES 70 1.67 1 .05 
The four regional centers as a unit 70 1.81 1 .03 
Scale: 1 = never; 5 = very frequently. 
centers, CEICADES is the farthest. Another reason could be that CEICADAR 
is the oldest and CEICADES is the youngest regional center. A third 
reason could be, because of an existing master's program at CEICADAR, it 
creates opportunities for participation and communication among faculty 
members. For example, some campus faculty are invited to teach courses 
at CEICADAR. 
In order to find differences between or among groups, t-test and 
oneway analyses of variance were used. Groups were compared using 
selected demographic and situational variables. Again, discipline area, 
academic degree, academic rank, age, and length of service in the 
institution were the variables. Means, standard deviations, F or t 
values and probability are presented in Table 12. When campus faculty 
were grouped by discipline area, oneway analysis indicated that no 
significant differences existed among the groups. The groups used in the 
I 
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Table 12. Means, standard deviations, F or t values and probability of 
scores on the frequency of participation of campus faculty in 
the regional centers when compared by selected demographic 
variables 
Variable N Mean S.D. F/t values Prob. 
Discioline 
"Basic 12 1.93 0.67 0.70* 0.49 
"Applied" 34 1.77 0.78 
"Social" 24 1.64 1.72 
Total 70 1.80 0.73 
Academic decree h 
Doctor 37 2.16 0.62 17.95^ 0.00** 
Master's 33 1.49 0.63 
Total 70 1.81 0.73 
Academic rank 
Professor investigador 31 2.21 0.64 11.31* 0.00** 
Investigador docente 22 1.57 0.68 
Investigador adjunto 17 1.38 0.60 
Total 70 1.81 0.73 
Age 
25-34 25 1.41 0.69 8.68* 0.00** 
35-44 21 1.83 0.62 
45+ years old 24 2.19 0.66 
Total 70 1.81 0.73 
Lenath of service in the institution 
One to ten years 31 1.43 0.58 18.81° 0.00** 
Eleven or more years 39 2.11 0.70 
Total 70 1.81 0.73 
Scale: 1 = never; 5 = very frequently. 
value. 
^t value. 
**Significant at 0.01. 
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analysis were: faculty from "basic," "applied," and "social" areas. The 
average scores were: 1.93 for "basic," 1.77 for "applied," and 1.64 for 
"social." When groups were compared by academic degree, academic rank, 
age, and length of service in the institution, highly significant 
differences (p = 0.01) in scores were found. When campus faculty were 
grouped by academic degree (master's and doctorate), a t-test analysis 
indicated that a highly significant difference (p =0 .01) existed between 
the two groups. This indicates that campus faculty holding master's 
degree participated less frequently in the regional centers than those 
holding a doctorate. When campus faculty were grouped by academic 
category (Profesor investigador, Investigador docente, and Investigador 
adjunto), oneway analysis of variance indicated that a highly significant 
(p=0.01) difference existed among groups. The Scheffé post-hoc analysis 
revealed that differences were between: 1) Profesor investigador and 
Investigador docente and 2) Profesor investigador and Investigador 
adjunto. This means that campus faculty in Investigador docente and 
Investigador adjunto categories participated less frequently in the 
regional centers than those in the Professor Investigador rank. When 
campus faculty were compared by age (from 25 to 34, from 35 to 44, and 
from 45 or more), oneway analysis of variance indicated again highly 
significant differences (p = .01). The Scheffé post-hoc analysis showed 
that differences were between: 1) the group of 25 to 34 and the group of 
45 or more years old and 2) the group of 25 to 34 and the group of 35 to 
44 years old. This means that the group of campus faculty who were 25 to 
34 years old participated less frequently in the regional centers than 
97 
those older than 34 years old. Finally, when campus faculty were grouped 
by length of service in the institution (from 1 to 10 years and from 11 
or more), t-test analysis indicated that a highly significant difference 
(p = .01) existed between the two groups. This indicates that campus 
faculty working less than 11 years in the institution participated less 
frequently than those working 11 years or more (Table 12). 
The arguments to explain the reasons of less participation in the 
regional centers by younger faculty and those with low academic degree, 
rank, and length of service in the institution could be the same explana­
tion made earlier. It was argued that older faculty and those with 
higher academic degrees, because of their experience and knowledge, might 
be more resourceful to plan, organize, and implement academic activities 
than younger faculty and those with lower academic degrees. The other 
argument was that because of the organizational structure and rules of 
the institution, decisions for academic activities of faculty with lower 
academic degree are restricted. In general terms, the literature 
indicates that there are several factors that could affect participation. 
Slamet (1984) cited by Abu Samah (1992) in his study of participation of 
farmers found positive relationships between participation and age, 
education, attitudes, and other personal variables. Rothman (1974) cited 
by Abu Samah (1992), found that participation of farmers was greatest 
among persons of middle age and those with more years of school. 
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Type of academic activities carried out and forms of 
participation by campus faculty in the regional centers 
In addition to degree of familiarity and frequency of participation, 
campus faculty were asked about the type of activities carried out and 
the forms of their participation in the regional centers. Frequencies 
and percentages were used for the analyses. Tables 13 and 14 display the 
results. In both cases, type of activities and forms of participation, 
percentages were calculated from the total of campus faculty who partici­
pated in the regional centers (n = 52). Also, frequencies and percentag­
es were calculated when the four regional centers were considered as a 
unit and as individuals. Regarding type of activities carried out by 
campus faculty in the regional centers, the results were as follows: 
When the four regional centers were considered as a unit, 48.1% of campus 
faculty participated in the regional centers by doing research, 34.6% 
teaching, 34.6% training, 17.3% working in extension or services, and 
25.0% in other activities. Research was the main activity carried out by 
campus faculty in the four regional centers. Extension or services were 
the activities carried out the least by campus faculty in the four 
regional centers. Yet, participation of campus faculty in the regional 
centers was diverse; they participated in all types of academic activi­
ties (Table 13). 
The variables extension and training were utilized separately in 
this study because in the Mexican understanding training is a process of 
education that is not necessarily a part of extension. Continuing 
education in the United States might be the closest model. Training, 
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Table 13. Frequencies and percentages of campus faculty by type of 
academic activities carried out in the regional centers, N=52 
Type of 
activities 
Research 
Teaching 
Training 
Extension 
or services 
Others 
CEICADAR 
n 
15 28.8 
8 15.4 
13 25.0 
5 9.6 
13 25.0 
CREZAS 
n 
12 23.1 
4 7.7 
7 13.5 
3 5.8 
13 25.0 
CRECIDATH 
n 
8 15.4 
8 15.4 
9 17.3 
4 7.7 
8 15.4 
CEICADES 
n 
8 15.4 
7 13.5 
10 19.2 
3 5.8 
7 13.5 
Regional 
centers 
as. a unit 
n° 
25 48.1 
18 34.6 
18 34.6 
9 17.3 
13 25.0 
^Percentages will equal more than 100% because respondents answered 
more than one option. 
^Frequencies include faculty participation only one time even though 
faculty participated in two or more regional centers. 
"capacitacion" in Spanish, is an intermediate stage between formal 
education and on-the-job training (Macias, 1990). Extension, on the 
other hand, is understood as synonymous with diffusion, assistance and 
service. Extension's clients are typically farmers. The participants in 
training are usually agricultural technicians who are upgrading their 
skills (Macias, 1990). 
The purpose of the study in this part was not only to know what 
faculty did when they participated in the regional centers, but also how 
they participated. 
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Campus faculty were asked about forms of their participation in the 
regional centers. When the four regional centers were considered as a 
unit, the largest percentage (42.3%) of campus faculty indicated that 
they participated by organizing and/or conducting training courses. 
Other forms were: 38.5%, conducting research or extension projects; 
34.6%, working by interdisciplinary teams in research or extension 
projects; and 21.1% by other forms of activities not specified (Table 
14). When analysis was made by regional centers individually, organizing 
and/or conducting training courses were the forms of activities undertak­
en by the highest percentage of campus faculty in the four regional 
centers. Working in interdisciplinary teams was the form of activity 
carried out by the lowest percentage of academic faculty in the four 
regional centers. 
From these results it could be concluded that even though the 
largest percentage of campus faculty participated by doing research, most 
of them did not do so through interdisciplinary teams. This is contrary 
to the statement by Chetkov-Yanoov (1986) cited by Abu Samah (1992) who 
concluded that in order to make participation more relevant and effective 
members should participate cooperatively. 
Involvement of people in academic activities 
carried out by campus faculty in the regional centers 
According to the concept of regional centers, activities in the 
regional centers should be carried out in close contact with farmers and 
with staff from institutions of service and education in the region. 
Activities would be more efficacious if farmers and personnel from other 
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Table 14. Frequencies and percentages of campus faculty by forms of 
participation in academic activities in the regional centers, 
N=52 
Regional 
forms of CE'CADAR ^REZAS CRECIDATH CEICADES ÇÇnters ^ 
participation n n n n n % 
Conducting re­
search or exten­
sion projects 8 15 .4 9 17 .3 6 11 .5 6 11 .5 20 38, .5 
Advising research 
or extension 
projects 7 13 .5 7 13 .5 6 11 .5 5 9 .6 18 34, .6 
Working in inter­
disciplinary teams 
in research or ex­
tension projects 6 11 .5 6 11 .5 5 9 .6 3 5 .7 18 34. 6 
Organizing and/or 
conducting 
training courses 14 26 .9 9 17, .3 9 17 .3 12 23 .1 22 42. ,3 
Others 9 17 .3 7 13. 5 3 5 .7 3 5 .7 11 21. 1 
^Percentages will equal more than 100% because respondents answered 
more than one option. 
institutions were involved. On the basis of these assumptions, campus 
faculty were asked about involvement of other people in activities 
carried out in the regional centers. Data were analyzed using frequency 
and percentages considering types of people being involved in regional 
centers (Table 15). When the four regional centers were considered as a 
unit, 55.8% of campus faculty indicated that they involved "other campus 
faculty," 51.9% "regional center faculty," 34.6% "students of the Colegio 
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Table 15. Frequencies and percentages of campus faculty by involvement 
of other people in the activities carried out in the regional 
centers, N = 52 
Regional 
Type of people ""2'! CRECIDATH CEICADES 
being involved n % n % n % n % n % 
Regional center 
faculty 13 25.0 14 26.9 8 15.4 9 17.3 27 51.9 
Campus faculty 15 28.8 10 19.2 10 19.2 14 26.9 29 55.8 
Personnel from 
other 
institutions 7 13.5 3 5.8 4 7.7 2 3.8 14 26.9 
Farmers 6 11.5 4 7.7 0 -- 3 5.8 11 21.1 
Students of 
Colegio de 
Postgraduados 7 13.5 6 11.5 11 21.1 7 13.5 18 34.6 
Students from other 
institutions 6 11.5 1 1.9 1 1.9 3 5.8 9 17.3 
None - — - — - — - — 3 5.8 
^Percentages will equal more than 100% because respondents answered 
more than one option. 
de Postgraduados" 26.9% "personnel from other institutions", 21.1% 
farmers and 17.3% "students from other institutions." When analyzed 
individually by regional centers, "other campus faculty" was the type of 
people involved by the largest percentage of campus faculty in the 
regional centers (28.8% at CEICADAR, 19.2% at CRECIDATH, and 26.9% at 
CEICADES). At CREZAS, "regional center faculty" was the type of people 
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involved by the highest percentage (26.9%) of campus faculty. "Farmers" 
and "students from other institutions" were the type of people involved 
by the lowest percentage of campus faculty in the four regional centers. 
Involvement of farmers at CRECIDATH was nonexistent. Also, not all 
campus faculty who participated in the regional centers involved other 
people. In fact, 5.8% of campus faculty did not involve any other people 
in their activities. 
In summary, analysis of participation of campus faculty in the 
regional centers included degree of familiarity of campus faculty with 
regional centers, frequency of participation in the regional centers, 
types of activities carried out, forms of participation, and involvement 
of people. Regarding degree of familiarity, in general terms, campus 
faculty were only slightly familiar with regional centers and CEICADES 
was at the bottom of the list. When groups were compared by selected 
demographic and situational variables, (discipline area, academic degree, 
academic rank, age, and length of service in the institution), t-tests 
and oneway analyses indicated that highly significant differences existed 
among groups, except among groups by discipline area. Campus faculty 
holding a master's degree were less familiar with regional centers than 
those holding the doctorate. Campus faculty holding "Investigador 
docente" and "Investigador adjunto" category were less familiar with the 
regional centers than those with "Profesor investigador" category. 
Faculty younger than 35 years old were less familiar with the regional 
centers than those 35 years old or older. Finally, campus faculty 
working less than 11 years in the institution were less familiar with 
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regional centers than those working 11 or more years. 
Regarding participation, campus faculty participation in the 
regional centers was low. CEICADES was the regional center where campus 
faculty participated less frequently than in the other regional centers. 
When groups were compared by selected demographic variables, (discipline 
area, academic degree, academic rank, age, and length of service in the 
institution) t-tests and oneway analyses indicated highly significant 
differences existed among groups, except among groups by discipline area. 
Campus faculty holding master's tended to participate less frequently 
than those holding doctorate. Campus faculty with "Investigador docente" 
and "Investigador adjunto" categories participated less frequently than 
those with "Profesor investigador" category. Campus faculty younger than 
35 years old participated less frequently than those 35 or more years 
old. Finally, campus faculty working less than 11 years in the institu­
tion tended to participate less frequently than those working 11 or more 
years. In regard to the type of activities carried out by campus faculty 
in the regional centers, research and training were the main two activi­
ties carried out by campus faculty. Organizing and conducting research 
projects and training courses were the main forms of participation in the 
regional centers by campus faculty. Finally, "other campus faculty" and 
"regional center faculty" were the two main groups of people involved by 
campus faculty in their activities in the regional centers. Involvement 
of farmers and students of the Colegio de Postgraduados was low. 
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Improvement of Academic Performance of Campus Faculty 
as a Result of their Participation in the Regional Centers 
One of the main objectives of this study was to assess the impact 
received by campus faculty as a result of their participation in the 
regional centers. The theoretical foundation of the assumption that 
faculty and students might gain practical experience and knowledge and 
change their attitudes, forms of thinking and acting, as a result of 
their participation in planned activities, is explained briefly as 
follows. The key concept of the theory is action with concrete matters 
or "subject-action-object." The action may refer to any aspect of 
learning, teaching or other professional activities. Whether the action 
is practical (exterior) or mental (interior) its aim is to be reflected, 
refracted or transformed in the subject's consciousness together with the 
product of action (the object) which is also to be reproduced in the 
subject's consciousness (Zuber, 1991). In this section, data related to 
campus faculty perceptions of their professional improvement as a result 
of their participation in the regional centers and importance of the 
gained experience and knowledge for improving academic activities are 
presented and discussed. Means and standard deviations were used for the 
analysis. Oneway analyses and t-tests were also used to find differences 
among groups for selected demographic and situational variables. 
Professional improvement of campus faculty as a result 
of their participation in the regional centers 
In order to assess the perception of campus faculty professional 
improvement as a result of their participation in the regional centers, 
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they were asked to rate nine statements of possible gained knowledge and 
experience or changed attitudes as a result of their participation in the 
regional centers. To rate each statement, the following scale was used: 
(1) "nothing" (2) "slightly" (3) "regularly" and (4) "strongly." The 
results are presented in Table 16. In general terms, campus faculty's 
perceptions of acquired knowledge or experience or changed attitudes as a 
result of their participation in the regional centers was slight. The 
three items rated most highly were close to the midpoint of the scale. 
They were "practical experiences" (x=2.59, S.D.=1.18), "understanding of 
agricultural problems of the region" (x=2.57, S.D.=1.15), and "under­
standing of ecological problems of the region" (x=2.49, S.D.=1.06). They 
were the type of knowledge and experience mainly acquired when faculty 
participated in the regional centers. However, the relatively large 
standard deviation indicated a wide range of responses to the question. 
In order to find differences between or among groups, t-tests and 
oneway analyses of variance were used for the nine statements. Groups 
were compared using selected demographic and situational variables. 
Again, discipline area, academic degree, academic rank, age, and length 
of service in the institution were the variables. The gender of campus 
faculty was not used because the over-whelming majority (80.0%) were 
male. The results (Table 17) indicate that when groups were compared by 
discipline area (social, applied, and basic areas), a significant 
difference (p = 0.05) was found only for the statement "gained under­
standing of ecological problems of the region." The Scheffé 
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Table 16. Means and standard deviations of campus faculty perceptions of 
their professional improvement gained as a result of their 
participation in the regional centers, N = 51 
Item 
Statements number Mean S.D. 
Gained practical experiences IT98 2. ,59 1 .19 
Gained understanding of agricultural 
problems of the region IT99 2. 57 1, .15 
Gained understanding of ecological 
problems of the region ITIOI 2. 49 1 .06 
Gainded understanding of socioeconomic 
problems of the region ITIOO 2. 35 1, .15 
Gained methodological experiences to 
solve problems IT102 2. 25 L .13 
Changed attitudes IT103 2. 22 1. 12 
Ganged forms of thinking IT1G4 2. 20 1, .10 
Changed forms of acting IT105 1. 96 0, .98 
Changed attitudes toward campesinos IT106 1. 92 1. ,04 
Scale: 1 = nothing, 2 = slightly, 3 = regularly, 4 = strongly. 
post-hoc test revealed that differences existed only between the group 
working in social areas and those of applied areas. This might indicate 
that gained understanding of ecological problems of the region was less 
intense for campus faculty working in "social" areas than for those 
working in "applied" areas. When groups were compared by academic rank, 
age, and length of service in the institution, no significant differences 
were found for the nine statements. However, when groups were compared 
Table 17. F or t values and probability of scores of items from IT98 to IT106 regarding profession­
al improvement of campus faculty by selected demographic and situational variables 
F or t values 
probability 
Variables N IT98 IT99 ITIOO ITIOI IT102 IT103 IT104 IT105 IT106 
Discipline Area' 
"Social" 
"Applied" 
"Basic" 
9 
24 
18 
1.93 3.07 0.59 5.03 0.85 0.84 0.44 0.35 0.90 
0.16 0.06 0.56 0.02* 0.43 0.44 0.65 0.70 0.41 
Academic rank 
Professor investigador 
Investigador docente 
Investigador adjunto 
29 
15 
7 
0.65 1.11 1.61 1.22 0.21 0.84 0.50 1.01 1.90 
0.53 0.89 0.21 0.30 0.81 0.44 0.61 0.37 0.16 
KS-34 
35-44 
45 or more 
Academic degree^ 
Master's 
Doctor 
10 
19 
22 
20 
31 
1.81 0.05 0.58 0.98 0.57 0.67 1.48 2.44 1.93 
0.17 0.95 0.56 0.38 0.57 0.51 0.24 0.09 0.16 
3.19 1.19 4.20 7.93 
0.08 0.28 0.04* 0.01** 
0.08 0.18 0.08 1.23 0.97 
0.78 0.67 0.78 0.27 0.33 
Length of service in the institution 
1-10 years 16 
11 or more 35 
0.83 0.24 0.03 0.64 0.26 0.47 1.13 0.25 0.87 
0.37 0.62 0,87 0.43 0.61 0.94 0.29 0.62 0.35 
Scale: 1 = nothing, 2 = slightly, 
*Significant at (p = 0.05). 
®F values were calculated. 
3 = regularly, and 4 = strongly. 
**Significant at (p = 0.01). 
*^t values were calculated. 
109 
by academic degree (master's and doctoral), a t-test indicated that there 
was a significant difference (p = 0.05) between the two groups for the 
statement "gained understanding of socioeconomic problems of the region." 
Also, a highly significant difference (p = 0.01) was found between the 
same groups for the statement "gained understanding of ecological 
problems of the region." These might indicate that gained understanding 
of socioeconomic and ecological problems of the region were less intense 
for faculty holding master's degree than for those with doctoral degree. 
Regional center faculty were also asked to rate the same nine 
statements as did campus faculty. To find differences between the two 
groups, campus and regional center faculty, t-tests were used. The 
results revealed that there were highly significant differences (p = 
0.01) between the two groups for the nine statements (Table 18). This 
might indicate that gained practical experience, gained understanding of 
agricultural, socioeconomic, and ecological problems of the region, as 
well as gained methodological experiences to solve problems and changed 
attitudes, forms of thinking, and acting, as a result of their participa­
tion in the regional centers, were stronger for regional center faculty 
than for those of campus. That tremendous difference could be due to the 
nature of participation and the activities carried out by faculties in 
the regional centers. While regional center faculty lived and worked in 
the regional center areas, campus faculty were often visitors or worked a 
short time in the regions. When regional center faculty were asked, 
through informal interviews, about their activities in their regional 
centers, various ones strongly emphasized that they gained knowledge and 
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Table 18. Means, standard deviations, t values, and probabilities of 
scores on the perception of campus and regional center faculty 
regarding their professional improvement as a result of their 
activities in the regional centers 
Statements Variables Mean S .D. t-values Prob. 
Gained practical experience CF 2.58 1 .19 29 .09 0 .000** 
RCF 3.70 0 .61 
Gained understanding of CF 2.57 1 .15 27 .17 0 .000** 
agricultural problems of RCF 3.60 0 .54 
the region 
Gained methodological CF 2.25 1, .13 35 .50 0, .000** 
experiences to solve problems RCF 3.47 0 .71 
Changed attitudes CF 2.21 1, .12 27 .93 0, .000** 
RCF 3.37 0, .92 
Gained understanding of CF 2.35 1, .16 23 .40 0. 000** 
socio-economic problems RCF 3.35 0. 66 
of the region 
Gained understanding of CF 2.49 1. 06 18 .41 0. 000** 
ecological problems of RCF 3.32 0, .69 
the region 
Changed forms of thinking CF 2.19 1. ,09 16 .69 0. 000** 
RCF 3.10 0. ,98 
Changed attitudes toward CF 1.92 1. 04 27 .40 0. 000** 
campesiuos RCF 3.02 0. ,95 
Changed forms of acting CF 1.96 0. 97 23 .29 0. 000** 
RCF 2.95 0. 96 
Scale: 1 = nothing, 2 = slightly, 3 = regularly, 4 = strongly. 
CF = campus faculty, N = 51. 
RCF = regional center faculty, N = 40. 
**Significant at p = 0.01. 
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experience as a result of their everyday activities in the region. They 
stated that interaction with farmers and other people of the region were 
very important for improving knowledge and understanding of regional 
problems. 
Importance of gained experience and knowledge in the regional 
centers for improving curriculum and other academic aspects 
In order to assess the perceptions of campus faculty in regard to 
the importance of their gained experience and knowledge in the regional 
centers to improving curriculum and other academic aspects, they were 
asked to rate nine statements. The question was: how useful were the 
gained experience and knowledge in the regional centers for improving 
curriculum and other academic aspects? To rate each statement, the 
following scale was used: (1) nothing useful, (2) slightly useful, (3) 
useful, and (4) very useful. Means and standard deviation were used for 
the analyses. Oneway analyses and t-tests were also utilized to find 
differences among groups when some demographic and situational variables 
were selected. Table 19 displays the means and standard deviations. In 
general terms, campus faculty felt that their gained experiences and 
knowledge in the regional centers were slightly useful for improving 
curriculum and other academic aspects. They felt that their acquired 
experience and knowledge in the regional centers were useful mostly to 
"improve research methods" (x=2.65, S.D.=1.20) and "prioritize research 
areas" (x=2.59, S.D.=1.22). Large standard deviation indicated a wide 
range of perceptions by respondents. 
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Table 19, Means and standard deviations of scores on the perceptions of 
campus faculty regarding the usefulness of gained knowledge 
and experiences for improving curriculum and other academic 
aspects, N = 51 
Item 
Statements number Mean S .D. 
Improve research methods ITllO 2.65 1 .20 
Prioritize research areas IT112 2.59 1 .22 
Improve content of courses IT107 2.33 1 .18 
Improve philosophy and mission of the 
institution IT115 2.22 1 .09 
Improve objectives of academic programs IT114 2.10 1 .15 
Improve teaching methods IT109 2.04 1 .20 
Improve plans of study IT113 1.98 1 .22 
Improve extension methods ITlll 1.88 1 .11 
Create new courses IT108 1.68 1, .01 
Scale: 1 = nothing useful, 4 = very useful. 
To discover if differences existed among groups in their perception 
on the usefulness of their gained knowledge and experience for improving 
curriculum and other academic aspects, t-tests and oneway analyses were 
used. Age, discipline area, academic degree, academic rank, and length 
of service in the institution were the demographic and situational 
variables utilized. Table 20 displays the results. Oneway analyses of 
variance and t-tests revealed that no significant differences existed 
between and among groups for the nine statements. This means that there 
Table 20. F or t values and probability scores of campus faculty for items from IT107 to IT115 by 
selected demographic and situational variables 
Variables 
F or t values 
probability 
N IT107 IT108 IT109 ITllO ITlll IT112 IT113 IT114 IT115 
Area of Work 
"Social" 
"Applied" 
"Basic" 
9 
24 
18 
1.59 1.23 1.63 1.74 0.29 2.58 0.82 0.20 0.31 
0.21 0.30 0.20 0.18 0.75 0.08 0.45 0.82 0.73 
Academic category 
Professor investigator 
Investigator docente 
Investigator adjunto 
'25-34 
35-44 
45 or more 
29 
15 
7 
10 
19 
22 
0.37 0.07 0.30 2.29 0.29 0.25 0.82 0.43 0.09 
0.69 0.93 0.74 0.11 0.74 0.78 0.44 0.65 0.92 
0.33 0.76 2.35 0.54 0.52 0.04 0.36 1.19 0.17 
0.75 0.47 0.10 0.58 0.59 0.96 0.70 0.31 0.84 
Academic degree 
Master's 
Doctor 
20 0.16 0.59 0.59 0.94 1.27 0.17 0.31 0.00 0.71 
31 0.69 0.44 0.44 0.33 0.26 0.11 0.58 0.99 0.40 
Time of work in the institution 
1-10 years 16 
11 or more 35 
0.73 0.08 0.16 0.84 0.26 0.01 0.03 0.02 0.42 
0.39 0.77 0.68 0.36 0.61 0.92 0.87 0.88 0.52 
Scale: 1 = not useful, 4 = very useful. 
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were no statistical differences in the perception of campus faculty 
regarding the usefulness of the gained experience and knowledge in the 
regional centers for improving curriculum and other academic aspects, 
when groups were compared by selected demographic and situational 
variables. 
The explanation that campus faculty felt that their gained experi­
ences and knowledge in the regional centers were slightly rather than 
very useful for improving curriculum and other academic aspects could be 
found in the nature of their participation. The opinion of some regional 
center faculty that "campus faculty are only visitors . . ." might 
indicate that participation of campus faculty was not effective. In 
short, the cycle "subject-action-object," explained earlier, was incom­
plete. 
Regional center faculty were not asked about the usefulness of the 
gained knowledge and experiences for improving curriculum and other 
academic aspects. The reason was that the principal activity for 
regional center faculty was not "docencia" (teaching, curriculum develop­
ment, and students advising) as it was for campus faculty. As indicated 
earlier, in three of the four regional centers there were no teaching 
programs. Therefore, it was supposed that curriculum development and 
teaching methods would not be familiar to the great majority of faculty 
members. 
In summary, the purpose of this section was to assess the perception 
of campus faculty in regard to their professional improvement as a result 
of their participation in the regional centers and the importance of the 
115 
gained experience and knowledge for improving curriculum and other 
academic aspects. The results indicated that, in general terms, campus 
faculty felt that they did not acquire much knowledge and experience or 
changed attitudes and actions as a result of their participation in the 
regional centers. However, they believed that practical experiences and 
understanding of agricultural and ecological problems of the region were 
the three main aspects learned as a result of their participation in the 
regional centers. The analyses of oneway and t-test, to find differences 
in their perception, revealed differences existed among or between 
groups. The perception of campus faculty working in "social" areas in 
regard to "gained understanding of ecological problems of the region" was 
lower than of those working in "applied" areas. The perception of those 
holding a master's degree in regard to "gained understanding of socioeco­
nomic and ecological problems of the region" was lower than of those 
holding doctorate. When groups were compared by academic rank, age, and 
length of service in the institution, no significant differences were 
found among groups for the nine statements. On the contrary, when a 
comparison was made between faculty working on campus and those working 
in regional centers, the perception on gained practical experiences, 
gained understanding of agricultural, socioeconomic, and ecological 
problems of the region, gained methodological experiences to solve 
problems, changed attitudes, and forms of thinking and acting, were 
stronger for regional center faculty than for campus faculty. Regarding 
the importance of gained experience and knowledge by campus faculty for 
improving curriculum and other academic aspects, in general terms, campus 
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faculty felt that the gained experience and knowledge in the regional 
center were only slightly useful for improving curriculum and other 
academic aspects. They believed, however, that the gained knowledge and 
experience in the regional centers were mostly useful for improving 
research methods and prioritizing research areas. No significant 
differences were found between or among groups when compared by selected 
demographic and situational variables. 
Reasons for Lack of Participation of Campus Faculty 
in the Regional Center 
Because of anticipated low participation of campus faculty in the 
regional centers, another objective of this study was to assess the 
reasons for lack of participation of campus faculty in the regional 
centers. To meet this objective, campus faculty were asked to rate seven 
statements of potential reasons for lack of their participation in the 
regional centers. Respondents were asked to complete any other addition­
al reasons for lack of participation in an open-ended question. To rate 
the statements, the scale of 1= completely disagree to 7= completely 
agree was used. Means and standard deviations were utilized for the 
analyses. Table 21 displays the results. Although campus faculty did 
not completely agree with the suggested reasons for their lack of 
participation in the regional center, they agreed with the following 
statements: lack of communication among campus and regional center 
faculty (x=5.76, S.D.=1.52), lack of institutional support {x=5.15, 
S.D.=1.99), lack of communication among campus faculty (x=5.03, 
S.D.=1.88), and lack of institutional resources (x=4.57, S.D.=2.14). 
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Table 21. Means and standard deviations of scores on 
lack of participation of campus faculty in 
centers, N = 70 
the reasons 
the regional 
for 
Resources Mean 
Missing 
S.D. cases 
Lack of communication between 
campus and regional center faculty 5.76 1.52 11 
Lack of institutional support 5.15 1.99 11 
Lack of communication among 
campus faculty 5.03 1.88 11 
Lack of institutional resources 4.57 2.14 12 
Conduct projects in places different 
from the regional centers 3.80 2.07 11 
Full time teaching at campus 3.73 2.03 11 
Lack of personal interest 2.76 1.87 11 
Other reasons 7.00 0.10 61 
Scale: 1 = completely disagree; 7 = completely agree. 
Various other reasons for lack of participation by campus faculty in the 
regional centers were indicated by the respondents. For example, 
"inefficient administration" at both campus and regional centers, 
"excessive bureaucracy that hinders opportune use of resources," "lack of 
institutional incentives and recognition of faculty effort and commit­
ment," "lack of institutional motivation to encourage faculty participa­
tion," and " low salaries of faculty personnel." In addition, some 
respondents explained specific cases of lack of coordination for conduct­
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ing research or extension projects in the regional center areas. For 
example, campus faculty sometimes conducted research or extension 
projects within the influence area of the regional centers but separated 
from the regional center administration. The justification for that was 
that regional center administrators wanted their own wishes to be 
followed by campus faculty. However, "If we decide what should be done, 
no support will come for the project from regional center administration" 
pointed out one of the campus faculty. A range of suggestions for 
improving the situation was provided by faculty members and students in 
the survey. Results and discussion of the provided suggestions are 
presented later in this chapter. 
Professional Improvement of Regional Center Faculty 
as a Result of their Academic Activities 
in the Regional Centers 
The purpose of this study was also to assess the professional 
improvement of regional center faculty as a result of their academic 
activities in their regional centers. Like campus faculty, regional 
center faculty were asked to rate nine statements regarding professional 
improvement that they might have gained as a result of their activities 
in the regional centers. Regional center faculty previously were asked 
about the type of academic activities carried out in their centers, as 
well as about involvement of other people in their activities. 
Type of academic activities carried out by regional center faculty 
Frequencies and percentages were used for the analysis. The total 
number of respondents was 40. According to the findings, most faculty 
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(90.0%) included research as one of their activities (Table 22). 
Training and extension were the other two activities carried out by a 
large majority of regional center faculty (72.5% and 67.5%). Less than 
half included teaching as one of their activities. This was because no 
teaching programs had yet been created in three of the four regional 
centers. This result was congruent to that reported in the section of 
demographic description. As indicated in Table 7, while 70.0% of campus 
faculty expended 26.0% or more of their time to teaching activities, only 
15.0% of regional center faculty dedicated the same percentage of their 
time to teaching activities. 
Table 22. Frequency and percentage of regional center faculty by type of 
activities carried out in the regional centers, N = 40 
Activities Freqency Percent^ 
Research 36 90.0 
Training 29 72.5 
Extension and/or service 27 67.5 
Teaching 18 45.0 
Planning and/or evaluating projects 13 32.5 
Other 10 25.0 
^Percentages will equal more than 100% because respondents answered 
more than one option. 
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Involvement of other people in academic activities 
developed bv regional center faculty 
In the literature review it was argued that activities carried out 
by faculty members would be more efficacious if they involved other 
people in the process. Based on this assumption, regional center faculty 
were asked whether they involved other people in their academic activi­
ties. Frequencies and percentages were used for the analysis. Data are 
presented in Table 23. When data were analyzed by type of people being 
involved, "personnel from other institutions," "campus faculty," and 
"faculty from regional centers" were the type of people involved by the 
highest percentage of faculty. This was a little different from that 
reported by campus faculty and displayed in Table 15. In that case, 
"regional center faculty" and "campus faculty" were the type of people 
involved by the highest percentage of campus faculty. Farmers and 
students were rarely involved by either campus or regional faculty. When 
data were analyzed by type of activity, involvement took place mostly in 
research and training activities. 
Part of the explanation for lack of involvement of farmers by either 
campus or regional center faculty in their activities in the regional 
centers could be found in the type of activities that they carried out. 
According to the annual reports of the regional centers (Colegio de 
Postgraduados 1991a, 1991b, 1991c), few projects were implemented to 
investigate or promote rural development. Regional centers, with the 
exception of CEICADAR, are mostly dedicated to biological and technologi­
cal studies. 
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Table 23. Frequencies and percentages of regional center faculty by 
involvement of other people in their activities carried out in 
the regional centers 
Type of people Research Training Extension Other 
involved n % n % n % n % 
Faculty from the 
regional center 20 50. ,0 15 37 .5 13 32, .5 10 25 .0 
Faculty from campus 25 62. ,5 13 32, ,5 6 15. ,0 5 12, .5 
Personnel from other 
institutions 20 50. 0 22 55, .0 11 27. ,5 9 22. ,5 
Farmers 17 42. 5 10 25. ,0 12 30. 0 9 22. ,5 
Students from Colegio 
de Postgraduados 13 32. 5 3 7. 5 1 2. 5 2 5. 0 
Students from other 
institutions 11 27. 5 7 17. 5 3 7. 5 3 7. 5 
Others 1 2. 5 2 5. 0 2 5. 0 2 5. 0 
^Percentage will equal more than 100% because respondents answered 
more than one option. 
Professional improvement of regional center faculty 
as a result of their academic activities 
Regional center faculty as well as campus faculty were asked the 
same questions regarding to professional improvement gained as a result 
of their activities in the regional centers. Data of both were used 
earlier (Table 18) to compare between the two groups. Results indicated 
that there was a significant difference between the two groups; profes­
sional improvement was stronger for regional center than for campus 
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faculty. In this section data is presented regarding only regional 
center faculty. Respondents were asked to rate nine statements related 
to some aspects of professional improvement that they might have gained 
as a result of their activities in the regional centers. The scale used 
was: 1) nothing, 2) slightly, 3) regularly, and 4) strongly. Findings 
are shown in Table 24. All of the nine statements were highly scored; 
"gained practical experience" and "gained understanding of agricultural 
problems of the region" had the highest average scores (x=3.70, S.D.=0.61 
and x=3.60, S.D.=0.54). 
Table 24. Means and standard deviations of scores of the perceptions of 
regional center faculty regarding professional improvement as 
a result of their academic activities in the regional centers, 
N = 40 
Statements Mean S.D. 
Gained practical experiences 3.70 0.61 
Gained understanding of agricultural problems 
of the region 3.60 0.54 
Gained methodological experiences to solve problems 3.45 0.71 
Changed attitudes 3.42 0.90 
Gained understanding of socioeconomic problems 
of the region 3.35 0.66 
Gained understanding of ecological problems 
of the region 3.32 0.69 
Changed ways of thinking 3.15 0.97 
Changed attitudes toward campesinos 3.07 0.94 
Changed ways of acting 3.00 0.96 
Scale: 1 = nothing, 2 = slightly, 3 = regularly, and 4 = strongly. 
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Importance of Campus Faculty Participation 
in the Regional Centers as Seen by 
Faculty from Regional Centers 
According to the conceptual definition of regional center, communi­
cation among faculty members constitutes an important factor for effec­
tiveness of the regional centers' role in the educational function of the 
institution (Casas, et al., 1977), How frequently do campus and regional 
center communicate? What is the perception of regional center faculty in 
regard to the participation of campus faculty in the regional centers? 
These were two questions raised to obtain data for this section. The 
objective was to assess campus faculty participation in the regional 
centers as seen by regional center faculty. To meet that objective this 
section was divided into three parts: 1) frequency of communication 
among faculty from regional center and campus, 2) frequency of participa­
tion by campus faculty in the regional centers, and 3) importance of 
campus faculty participation in the regional centers as perceived by 
regional center faculty. 
Frequency of communication among faculty from 
regional centers and campus faculty 
Faculty from regional centers were asked about their perceptions of 
the frequency of communication among those working on campus and those 
working in regional centers. A 5-point interval scale was used to rate 
the statements: 1) never 2) rarely, 3) sometimes, 4) frequently, and 5) 
very frequently. Means and standard deviation were used for the analy­
sis. Results indicated that communication among faculty in regional 
centers and those on campus was halfway between sometimes and frequently 
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(x=3.5, S.D.= 0.98). This result contradicts that reported by campus 
faculty (Table 21), who indicated that one of the main reasons for lack 
of participation in the regional centers was lack of communication among 
campus and regional center faculty. Communication among faculty from one 
regional center to another was rare with a mean of 2.15 (Table 25). 
Table 25. Means and standard deviation of scores on the frequency of 
communication among faculty from regional centers and those of 
campus and other regional centers, N = 40 
Communication Mean S, .D. 
Among faculty from regional centers and campus 3.50 0, .98 
Among faculty from one regional center and others 2.15 1, .00 
Scale: 1 = never; 5 = frequently. 
Frequency of participation of campus faculty in the regional centers as 
seen by regional center faculty 
Regional center faculty were asked about their perception of the 
frequency of participation of campus faculty in the regional centers. 
The following scale was utilized: 1) never, 2) rarely, 3) sometimes, 4) 
frequently, and 5) very frequently. For the analysis, means and standard 
deviations were used. Table 26 displays the results. According to 
regional center faculty, campus faculty participated frequently in the 
regional centers. Research and training were the two type of activities 
in which campus faculty participated most frequently. Means and standard 
deviation for research and training were: x=3.65, S.D.=1.00 and x=3.08. 
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Table 26. Means and standard deviations of scores regarding frequency of 
participation of campus faculty in regional centers as per­
ceived by regional center faculty, N = 40 
Type of activity carried out Mean S.D. 
Research 3.65 1.00 
Training 3.08 0.98 
Other activities 2.50 1.34 
Extension and/or service 2.37 0.91 
Scale: 1 = never; 5 = very frequently. 
S.D.=0.98, respectively. This finding again contradicts that reported by 
campus faculty (Table 11). According to them, they rarely participated 
in the regional center (x=1.81, S.D.=1.03). 
Importance of campus facultv participation in the 
regional centers as seen bv regional center faculty 
To assess participation of campus faculty in the regional centers, 
faculty from the regional centers were asked their perceptions of the 
importance of that participation by type of activity carried out. For 
that, the following scale was used: 1) not important, 2) slightly 
important, 3) important, and 4) very important. Means and standard 
deviations were used for the analysis. According to regional center 
faculty, participation of campus faculty in the regional centers was 
important. When analyzed by activity, campus faculty participation was 
more important for "research" and "other activities" {x=3.27, S.D,=0.69 
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and x=3.12, S.D.=0.64). However, a number of respondents did not answer 
the question because they tended to answer only those relevant to their 
activities (Table 27). 
This result indicated that regional center faculty recognized that 
participation of campus faculty in the regional center was important. 
However, some of them, through written comments made on the question­
naires and by oral reports, pointed out some important concerns. They 
stated, "most campus faculty come to the regional centers as visitors. 
They often do not interact with faculty personnel nor with farmers in the 
region. When they come for research purposes, they want us to do the 
work while they only supervise. They believe that the regional centers 
are experiment stations, in which we are the technicians and they are the 
scientists. They usually impose their research agendas rather than 
Table 27. Means and standard deviations of scores on the importance of 
campus faculty participation in the regional centers as 
perceived by regional center faculty, N = 40 
Academic Val id Missing 
activities cases Mean S.D. cases 
Research 37 3.27 0.69 3 
Training 30 2.83 . 0.53 10 
Extension or Service 29 2.56 0.82 15 
Other activities 8 3.12 0.64 32 
Scale: 1 = not important; 4 = very important. 
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accept our suggestions. They should understand that we are also profes­
sionals. We recognize that campus faculty have more theoretical knowl­
edge and methodological experience than we have, but we know the region 
more than they know. Therefore, we should combine our knowledge and 
experience and work together through interdisciplinary teams." These 
results suggest that even though regional center faculty perceived that 
campus faculty communicated and participated frequent and that research 
activities were important, they also recognized that there was misunder­
standing by campus faculty about the role of regional centers and a lack 
of effective communication among them. 
Participation of Regional Center Faculty 
in Academic Activities on Campus 
Another objective of this study was to assess participation of 
regional center faculty in academic activities on campus. For that, 
faculty from regional centers were asked about frequency of their 
participation on campus by type of activity. After that, they were asked 
to rate seven statements of possible reasons for lack of their participa­
tion. On the question of frequency of participation, the following scale 
was utilized: 1) never, 2) rarely, 3) sometimes, 4) frequently, and 5) 
very frequently. Means and standard deviations were used for the analy­
sis. The results indicated that regional center faculty rarely partici­
pated in academic activities on campus (Table 28). Standard deviations 
were very high, indicating a wide range in perceptions of frequency of 
participation. 
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Table 28. Means and standard deviations of scores on 
participation of regional center faculty in 
ties on campus centers, N = 40 
the frequency of 
academic activi-
Academic 
activities 
Val id 
cases Mean S.D. 
Missing 
cases 
Teaching 40 1.87 1.14 0 
Research 39 1.85 1.18 1 
Training or service 36 1.69 1.21 4 
Other activities 15 2.27 1.48 25 
Scale: 1 = never; 5 = very frequent. 
In order to identify the reasons for lack of participation, regional 
center faculty were asked to rate seven statements. The scale used was 
an expanded Likert-type scale of 1= completely disagree to 7= completely 
agree. Table 29 displays the results. Respondents felt that "lack of 
communication among faculty from regional centers and those from campus" 
and "lack of institutional support" were the most important reasons for 
lack of participation of regional center faculty on campus. Another 
important reason pointed out by faculty members was the organizational 
structure and rules of the institution, which might restrict participa­
tion of regional centers in academic activities on campus. In order for 
any faculty member to participate in another center, authorization must 
come first from his/her "Profesor Responsable," a kind of supervisor, if 
the faculty has "Investigador docente" rank or lower; and after that from 
the "Comité académico," the board committee of the center. 
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Table 29. Means and standard deviations of scores on the reasons for 
lack of participation of regional center faculty in academic 
activities on campus, N = 40 
Resources Mean S .D. 
Missing 
cases 
Lack of communication among campus and 
regional center faculty 5.42 2 .23 8 
Lack of institutional support 4.12 2 .80 8 
Full time work in the regional center 4.09 2 .75 7 
Lack of communication among regional 
center faculty 3.62 2 .83 8 
Lack of institutional resources 3.37 2 .96 8 
Lack of personal interest 2.50 3 .16 8 
Other reasons 6.66 1, .04 31 
Scale: 1 =completely disagree; 7 = completely agree. 
This result was similar to that reported in Table 21 on partici­
pation of campus faculty in the regional centers. A particular aspect in 
both cases was that "lack of institutional resources," was not an 
important reason for lack of participation. The lack of financial 
resources was expected to be a major constraint, because of limited 
institutional budgets, but it was not perceived as a restraint in this 
study. 
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Perception of Regional Center Faculty 
on the Function of Regional Centers 
The impact of a program depends upon its function and accomplishment 
of its objectives. Although the purpose of this study was not to assess 
the performance and accomplishment of the objectives of the regional 
centers, it was important to know something about the accomplishment of 
its function in order to relate to the impact of the regional centers on 
the educational function of the institution. For that purpose, regional 
center faculty were asked to rate six statements regarding the functions 
of the regional centers. The following expanded Likert-type scale was 
used: 1= completely disagree to 7= completely agree. The six statements 
were selected from official documents (Colegio de Postgraduados, 1985 and 
1989). Means and standard deviations were used for the analysis. From 
the findings it was evident that regional center faculty did not com­
pletely agree with the statements on the functions of the regional 
centers. But most of them agreed with the statements that research is 
carried out to create appropriate technology for the region (x=6.02, 
S.D.=1.00 ) and agricultural technicians and professionals are trained 
using the experiences and the knowledge generated in the regional centers 
(x=5.74, S.D.=1.07) (Table 30). Yet, regional center faculty were 
undecided about the evaluation of programs in the regional centers 
(x=4.37, S.D.=1.76). In short, although regional center faculty did not 
completely agree with the six statements on the functions of the regional 
centers, they agreed to some degree with most of them, except with the 
statement that "programs in the regional centers were usually evaluated." 
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Table 30. Means and standard deviations of scores regarding regional 
center faculty perceptions of statements about the functions 
of regional centers, N = 40 
Resources Mean S .D. 
Missing 
cases 
Research is carried out to create technology; 
which is appropriate to the ecological and 
socioeconomic conditions of the region 6. 02 1, .00 0 
Agricultural technicians and professionals 
are trained using the experiences and 
knowledge generated in the regional center 5. 82 1. 17 1 
Faculty personnel work in close contact 
with farmers and personnel from 
institutions of service 5, .27 1, .43 0 
Strategies and programs are designed 
and tested to promote agricultural 
and rural development 5, .20 1, .54 0 
Technology is transferred to farmers 
using effective programs of diffusion 4. 65 1. 79 0 
Programs are evaluated to know the 
results and impact and identify the 
weaknesses and strengths 4. ,37 1. 76 0 
Scale: 1 = completely disagree; 7 = completely agree. 
Participation of Students in the Regional Centers 
The purpose of this study was also to assess participation of 
students in the regional centers. From the conceptual definition of 
regional centers it was inferred that the regional centers constituted a 
means through which professors and students had the opportunity to 
interact, learn, and gain cognitive and affective knowledge. Various 
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authors (Chickering, 1977; Limbird, 1981; Blun, 1986; McCormic, Cox, and 
Miller, 1989; McCracken and Darrow, 1989) agreed that students tended to 
learn more and better when they were actively involved in experiential 
learning activities. The old proverbs said "experience is the best 
teacher" and "practice makes perfect." Therefore, if permanent learning 
is expected to occur, experience is essential. In the case of agricul­
tural students and faculty, experience needs to be in the form of direct 
contact with the farmers and their problems. Based on those principles 
and assumptions the objective was to assess participation of students in 
the regional centers. Students were asked about their degree of famil­
iarity with the regional centers, frequency of participation and means of 
becoming familiar with the regional centers. 
Degree of familiarity of students with the regional centers 
Students were asked to rate their degree of familiarity with each 
regional center by using the following scale: 1) unfamiliar, 2) slightly 
familiar, 3) familiar, and 4) very familiar. Means and standard devia­
tions were used for the analysis. To find differences among or between 
groups, one-way analysis of variance and t-tests were utilized. Accord­
ing to the results. Table 31, most of the students were unfamiliar with 
the regional centers (x=1.44, S.D.=0.45). The means for familiarity were 
highest for CEICADAR and lowest for CEICADES (x=1.75, S.D.=1.13 and 
x=1.26, S.D.=0.57 respectively). The reasons for that difference might 
be that, while CEICADAR is the oldest regional center and is located 
close to campus centers, CEICADES is the youngest and the farthest. The 
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inclusion of CEICADAR students in the survey might be another reason for 
that difference. They were obviously familiar with CEICADAR since they 
lived in the region and had everyday contact with the faculty and staff 
personnel of that regional center. 
Table 31. Means and standard deviations of scores on the degree of 
familiarity of students with the regional centers, N = 76 
Regional centers Mean S.D. 
CEICADAR 1.75 1.13 
CRECIDATH 1.43 0.75 
CREZAS 1.33 0.66 
CEICADES 1.26 0.57 
Regional centers as a unit 1.44 0.80 
Scale: 1 = unfamiliar; 4 = very familiar. 
In order to find differences among groups in their degree of 
familiarity with the regional centers, groups were compared by two 
selected demographic variables: area of study and school time. The 
groups by area of study were: "basic," "applied," "social," for the 
campus students, and CEICADAR students. The groups by school time were: 
"beginners" (students who started their study program in Fall of 1991 or 
Spring of 1992) and 'formers' (students who started their master's or 
doctoral study program before Fall of 1991). Even though the means for 
the groups were relatively low, according to one-way analysis and t-test 
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(Table 32), in both cases, by area of study and school time, there were 
highly significant differences (p = 0.01) among or between groups. 
The Scheffé post hoc procedure, for the groups by area of study, 
revealed that differences were between students from "CEICADAR" and 
"social" areas and between "CEICADAR" and "applied" areas. This result 
indicates that students from campus ("basic," "applied," and "social" 
areas) were less familiar with the regional centers than students from 
CEICADAR. This result was obvious since students from CEICADAR lived in 
the region and studied in that center, therefore they were familiar with 
Table 32. Means, standard deviations, F or t values, and probability of 
scores on the degree of familiarity of students with the 
regional centers by selected demographic variables 
Variables N Mean S.D. f/t value Probability 
Area of Study 
"CEICADAR" 8 1.90 0.29 5.14 0.003** 
Camous 
"Basic" 23 1.53 0.47 
"Applied" 28 1.33 0.42 
"Social" 17 1.28 0.36 
Total 76 1.44 0.45 
School time 
"Beginners" 36 1.58 0.49 8.72 0.004** 
"Formers" 40 1.29 0.34 
Total 76 1.44 0.45 
Scale: 1 = unfamiliar; 4 = very familiar. 
**Significant at 0.01. 
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that regional center. But, this does not mean that familiarity existed 
with the other three regional centers; students in general were unfamil­
iar with the regional centers. The Scheffé post hoc analysis also showed 
that no differences existed among campus-based students on "basic," 
"applied," and "social" areas. Regarding to the groups by school time, a 
t-test indicated that a highly significant (p=0.01) difference existed 
between the two groups. "Beginner" students were less familiar with 
regional centers than "former." 
Frequency of participation of students in the regional centers 
Students were also asked about their participation in the regional 
centers. For that, the following scale was used: 1) never, 2) rarely, 
3) sometimes, 4) frequently, and 5) very frequently. Means and standard 
deviations were used for the analysis. Findings (Table 33) indicated 
that students participated rarely if at all in the regional centers 
(x=1.51, S.D.=0.55). Again CEICADAR had the highest participation mean 
and CEICADES had the lowest mean (Table 33). The reasons for that 
difference might be the same as explained earlier when degree of famil­
iarity of students with the regional centers was discussed. 
In order to find differences among or between groups regarding 
students' participation in the regional centers, groups were compared 
using two situational variables: area of study and school time, ex­
plained earlier. When groups were compared by area of study, one-way 
analysis of variance showed that highly significant (p = 0.01) differ­
ences existed among groups. The Scheffé post hoc procedure revealed that 
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Table 33. Means and standard deviations of scores on the frequency of 
participation of students in the regional centers 
Val id 
Regional centers cases Means S .D. 
CEICADAR 76 1 .89 1, .45 
CRECIDATH 76 1 .49 0, .89 
CREZAS 76 1 .38 0, .85 
CEICADES 76 1, .29 0. ,73 
Regional centers as a unit 76 1. 51 0. 55 
Scale: 1 = never; 5 = very frequent. 
differences were between students of "CEICADAR" and those from "basic," 
"applied," and "social" areas (Table 34) No differences existed among 
campus-based students on "basic," "applied," and "social" areas. This 
means that campus students from "basic," "applied," and "social" areas 
participated less frequently in the regional centers than students from 
CEICADAR. When groups were compared by school time, a t-test indicated 
that a significant (p=0.05) difference existed between "beginner" and 
"former" students. "Former" students participated less frequently than 
"beginner" students (Table 34). In other words, students who started 
their study program before Fall91 participated less frequently in the 
regional centers than those who started their study program in Fall91 and 
Spring92. One of the main reasons for that difference might be the 
influence of high scores of frequency of participation rated by CEICADAR 
students, most of whom, started their master's studies in Spring92. 
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Table 34. Means, standard deviations, F or t values, and probability of 
scores on the frequency of participation of students in 
regional centers by selected demographic variables 
Variables N Mean S.D. F/t value Probability 
Area of studv 
"CEICADAR" 8 2.16 0.37 5.35* 0.002** 
Campus 
"Basic" 23  1.52 0.53 
"Applied" 28 1.45 0.57 
"Social" 17 1.31 0.37 
Total 76 1.51 0.55 
School time h 
"Beginners" 36 1.65 0.46 5.53° 0.021* 
"Formers" 40 1.36 0.59 
Total 76 1.51 0.55 
Scale: 1 = never; 5 = very frequently. 
*Significant at 0.05. **Significant at 0.01. 
value. ^t value. 
Forms of becoming familiar with the regional centers 
One of the objectives of this study was to assess the educational 
function of the regional centers as a means for teaching and learning. 
As argued earlier, from the conceptual definition of regional centers it 
was inferred that the regional centers constituted a means through which 
professors and students had the opportunity to interact, learn, and gain 
cognitive and affective knowledge. Familiarity and participation of 
students in the regional centers could have happened not necessarily as 
part of a planned process of teaching-learning in the institution, but 
through other forms as well. To determine whether familiarity took place 
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as part of the planned process of teaching-learning or not, students were 
asked about the means by which they became familiar with the regional 
centers. They were asked to respond to five statements of probable 
answers for each regional center. Frequencies and percentages were used 
for the analysis. Findings (Table 35) indicated that students became 
familiar with the regional centers mostly by "other means" (30.3%). This 
means that familiarity with the regional centers took place not as part 
of a planned teaching-learning process by the institution, but through 
other means such as working in the region, visiting the region for a 
particular interest, or through friends, peers, or professors. Only 
21.0% of students indicated by "doing research," 15.8% by "study trips," 
11.8% by "doing extension," and 9.2% by "field practices." In short, 
even though a low percentage of students were familiar with the regional 
centers, the familiarity for a large percentage of them took place not as 
a consequence of the planned process of teaching-learning in the Colegio 
de Postgraduados, but through other means. Low participation of students 
in the regional centers was an important concern manifested by several 
students in the informal interview. They wanted to know about the 
regional centers. Suggestions by students for improving that situation, 
as reported in the open-ended questions, are presented farther on in this 
chapter. 
Educational Performance in the Colegio de Postgraduados 
as Perceived by Students 
On the basis of the conceptual definition of regional center and the 
theory of action described in the literature review, it was assumed that 
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Table 35. Frequencies and percentages of students by means of becoming 
familiar with the regional centers 
Regional 
Means of becoming CREZAS CRECIDATH CEICADES center as 
familiar with a unit 
regional centers n % n % n % n % n % 
Study trip 5 6.6 3 3.9 6 7.9 3 3 .9 12 15.8 
Doing research 
in the region 6 7.9 3 3.9 5 6.6 3 3 .9 16 21.0 
Doing extension 6 7.9 1 1.3 2 2.6 1 1, .3 9 11.8 
Field practice 3 3.9 2 2.6 2 2.6 1 1, .3 7 9.2 
Other means 10 13.2 10 13.2 8 10.5 7 9, .2 23 30.3 
^Respondents answered more than one option. 
the educational function of the Colegio de Postgraduados would be more 
effective if faculty members and students participated in the regional 
centers. Curricula, programs, and teaching methods would be improved as 
a result of the gained knowledge and experience by faculty personnel in 
the regional centers. To what extent was this happening in the Colegio 
de Postgraduados? This was the principal question. Participation of 
faculty members in the regional centers and the effects received as a 
result of their participation were discussed earlier. In this section, 
data regarding the educational performance in the Colegio de Postgrad­
uados as perceived by students are presented and discussed. 
Students were asked to rate 30 statements regarding to principles 
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and desired educational aspects that should be met or applied in the 
institution. The statements were grouped into six groups of common 
statements: 1) teaching and learning, 2) content of the courses, 3) plan 
of study, 4) competency of the instructors or professors, 5) academic and 
social environment in the institution, and 6) competency of graduates. 
To answer the question, the following scale was used: 1= completely 
disagree ; 7 = completely agree. Analysis was made by each statement and 
by grouped statements. Means and standard deviations were utilized for 
the analysis. According to findings, students agreed in general that the 
principles and other desired educational aspects, stated in the question, 
were met or applied in the Colegio de Postgraduados (Table 36). When 
analyzed by each statement, students agreed with the following state­
ments: "the instructors are qualified professionals" (x=6.05, 
S.D.=0.98), "the graduates have solid and balanced preparation" (x=5.72, 
S.D.= 1.05), and "the instructors are supportive" {x=5.67, S.D.=1.37). 
Students slightly agreed with "the institutional environment invites 
students to participate in academic and social activities" (x=4.67, 
S.D.=1.66), and "the institutional environment is supported by strong 
leadership" {x=4.47, S.D.=1.63). Students were undecided about the 
following statement: "the plan of study is annually reviewed" (x=4.25, 
S.D.=1.63). When data were analyzed by groups of common statements, 
students agreed with the following aspect, competency of the instructors 
(x=5.54, S.D.=1.27) and slightly agreed with competency of the graduates 
(x=5.10, S.D.=1.34), and teaching and learning {x=5.06, S.D.=1.58). 
In order to find differences among or between groups regarding 
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Table 36. Means and standard deviations of scores on the educational 
performance in the Colegio de Postgraduados as perceived by 
students, N = 76 
Educational variables 
Item 
number Mean S .D. 
Teachina and Learnina 5 .06 1 .58 
is based on lectures and professors' 
presentations la 5 .50 1 .44 
takes place in classroom and laboratories lb 5 .54 1 .56 
use problem solving method Ic 4 .79 1 .59 
combines methods of lecture, laboratory, 
field trips, audiovisuals, and team work Id 4 .98 1 .72 
keeps balance between theory and practice le 4 .79 1 .53 
motivates students' participation in classes If 5 .07 1 .53 
encourages students' creativity i g  4, .79 1 .68 
Content of courses 5. ,34 1 .22 
relates to agricultural and rural problems 2a 5. ,04 1 .44 
is properly organized 2b 5 ,  35 0 .96 
objectives are clear 2c 5 .  ,71 1 .04 
is relevant to students' needs 2d 5 .  25 1, .20 
is continuously improved 2e 5 .  27 1, ,39 
is relevant to other courses in the program 2f 5 .  43 1. ,27 
Plan of study 4. 97 1. ,14 
is appropriately flexible 3a 5 .  48 1. ,38 
keeps balance among basic, applied, social, 
and methodological areas 3b 4. 95 1. 30 
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Table 36. Continued 
Educational variables 
Item 
number Mean S .D. 
is organized according to the needs of 
the students 3c 5 .17 1 .38 
takes into account profile of students 3d 5 .00 1 .45 
is annually reviewed 3e 4 .25 1 .63 
Competency of instructors 5 .54 1 .27 
are qualified professionals 4a 6 .05 0 .98 
have pedagogic experience 4b 4 .93 1 .61 
are communicative with the students 4c 5. 45 1, .30 
are supportive 4d 5, .67 1, .37 
motivate students' progress 4e 5. 60 1, .08 
Academic and social environment of the institution 4. 76 1. 66 
is socially healthful 5a 5. ,18 1. ,61 
invites students to participate in academic 
and social activities 5b 4. ,67 1. 66 
is based on fellowship and solidarity among 
students and academic, and staff personnel 5c 4. 71 1. ,74 
is supported by strong leadership 5d 4. 47 1. 63 
Competency of Graduates 5. 10 1. 34 
have solid and balanced preparation 6a 5. 72 1. 05 
have critical vision of agricultural 
and rural issues 6b 4. 83 1. 53 
are able to understand and explain the 
principles and values of rural society 6c 4. 75 1. 43 
Scale: 1 = completely disagree; 7 = completely agree. 
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students perception of the educational performance in the institution, 
one-way analysis of variance and t-test were utilized. To compare among 
groups, respondents were grouped by two selected situational variables: 
area of study and school time. Comparisons were made for each of the 30 
statements and also for groups of common statements. When groups were 
compared by area of study, one-way analysis of variance showed that 
significant (p = 0.05) differences existed among groups only for three 
statements: If, 3e, and 6c (Table 37). The Scheffé post hoc procedure 
indicated that differences existed for statement If, between students 
from "social" and "CEICADAR" areas. This means that students of 
"CEICADAR" area agreed more than those of "social" areas that "students 
were encouraged to participate in classes." For statement 3e, differ­
ences existed between students of "CEICADAR" and those of "applied," 
"basic," and "social" areas. This means that campus students from 
"applied," "basic," and "social" areas did not agree that "the plan of 
study is annually reviewed" whereas students of CEICADAR did agree. 
Finally, for statement 6c the difference was between students of 
"CEICADAR" and those of "basic" and "applied" areas. This might indicate 
that students of "CEICADAR" agreed more than those of "basic" and 
"applied" areas that "the professional preparation in the Colegio de 
Postgraduados helped them to "understand the principles and values of 
rural society." In short, students from CEICADAR agreed more than campus 
students that "students were encouraged to participate in classes," "the 
plan of study is annually reviewed," and "the professional preparation in 
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Table 37. Mean, standard deviation, F values and probability of scores 
on the educational performance in the Colegio de Postgraduados 
as perceived by students when grouped by area of study 
CEICADAR SOCIAL APPLIED BASIC 
(N =8) (N = 17) (N = 28) (N = 23) F 
Item Mean S.D. Mean S.D. Mean S.D. Mean S.D. ratio Prob. 
la 6.00 0.53 5.82 1.42 5.32 1.36 5.30 1.72 0.89 0.45 
lb 5.37 0.74 5.29 1.93 5.43 1.69 5.91 1.31 0.65 0.59 
Ic 5.37 1.68 5.06 1.68 4.46 1.73 4.78 1.31 0.90 0.44 
Id 6.00 0.76 4.29 1.79 5.03 1.81 5.08 1.65 1.96 0.13 
le 5.25 1.03 4.05 1.52 4.75 1.73 5.22 1.24 2.26 0.09 
If 6.37 0.74 4.47 1.81 5.18 1.44 4.91 1.38 3.21 0.03* 
Ig 6.12 0.83 4.29 1.79 4.67 1.87 4.82 1.40 2.33 0.08 
2a 6.25 0.46 4.88 1.49 4.85 1.58 4.95 1.30 2.24 0.09 
2b 5.12 0.64 5.35 0.78 5.43 1.17 5.35 0.93 0.20 0.89 
2c 6.00 0.75 5.53 1.18 5.78 1.13 5.65 0.93 0.44 0.73 
2d 5.75 0.71 5.23 1.30 5.14 1.26 5.21 1.20 0.53 0.66 
2e 5.87 0.83 4.82 1.23 5.46 1.53 5.17 1.43 1.32 0.27 
2f 6.12 0.64 5.23 1.52 5.43 1.17 5.34 1.33 0.96 0.41 
3a 6.00 1.31 5.12 1.49 5.71 1.30 5.30 1.39 1.17 0.33 
3b 5.87 0.83 5.06 1.19 4.71 1.43 4.83 1.27 1.81 0.15 
3c 6.00 0.92 5.00 1.50 5.11 1.23 5.08 1.56 1.10 0.35 
3d 5.62 0.74 4.70 1.45 5.21 1.47 4.74 1.57 1.18 0.32 
3e 6.00 0.92 4.00 1.62 4.11 1.71 4.00 1.45 3.82 0.01* 
4a 6.37 0.74 6.06 0.96 6.03 1.10 5.95 0.93 0.36 0.78 
4b 4.37 0.74 5.35 1.32 4.86 1.96 4.91 1.56 0.72 0.54 
4c 6.12 0.64 5.47 1.42 5.32 1.44 5.35 1.19 0.85 0.47 
4d 6.37 0.74 5.41 1.66 5.68 1.47 5.61 1.16 0.92 0.43 
4e 6.00 0.76 5.41 1.32 5.61 1.10 5.61 1.07 0.50 0.68 
5a 5.87 0.35 4.65 1.99 5.36 1.39 5.13 1.74 1.26 0.29 
5b 5.75 0.71 4.65 1.58 4.78 1.71 4.17 1.77 1.92 0.13 
5c 5.62 0.74 4.17 1.81 5.07 1.46 4.34 2.08 2.08 0.11 
5d 5.12 1.25 4.12 1.49 4.93 1.67 3.96 1.64 2.31 0.08 
6a 6.00 0.53 5.65 0.86 5.78 1.28 5.60 0.89 0.35 0.79 
6b 5.75 0.88 5.11 1.36 4.61 1.62 4.56 1.65 1.62 0.19 
6c 6.25 0.71 4.70 1.31 4.64 1.44 4.39 1.44 3.85 0.01* 
Scale: 1 = completely disagree; 7 = completely agree. 
*Significant at 0.05. 
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the Colegio de Postgraduados helped to them to understand the principles 
and values of rural society." 
When groups were compared by school time, "beginner" and "former," 
t- tests indicated that significant (p = 0.05) differences existed 
between the two groups for six statements: 2a, 2d, 2ej 2f, 6b, and 6c 
(Table 38). "Beginner" students agreed more than "formers" on the six 
statements. This means that "beginner" agreed more than "formers" that 
"the content of the courses was related to agricultural and rural 
problems," "relevant to students needs," "continuously improved," and 
"relevant to other courses in the program." "Beginner" students also 
agreed more than "formers" that "graduates have a critical vision of 
agricultural and rural policies" and "understand the principles and 
values of rural society." 
One-way analysis of variance and t-tests were also utilized to 
compare among or between groups when scores were summed to form composite 
scores of common statements. Based on the literature review, statements 
on the questionnaires had been grouped into six groups of common state­
ments. When groups were compared by area of study, one-way analysis 
showed that differences did not exist among groups for the six composite 
statements (Table 39). On the contrary, when groups were compared by 
time in the school, t-tests revealed significant (p =0.05) differences 
between the two groups for two of the six composite statements: content 
of courses and competency of graduates (Table 40). In both cases 
"beginner" students agreed more than "formers" that principles and 
desired educational aspects related to content of courses and competency 
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Table 38. Mean, standard deviations, t values, and probability of scores 
on the educational performance in the Colegio de Postgraduados 
as perceived by students when grouped by time in school 
Beginners Formers 
N = 36 N = 40 F 
Mean S.D. Mean S.D. ratio Prob. 
la 5.67 1.35 5.35 1.51 0.92 0.34 
lb 5.67 1.39 5.42 1.70 0.45 0.50 
Ic 4.94 1.79 4.65 1.41 0.64 0.42 
Id 5.33 1.51 4.67 1.84 2 .85  0.09 
le 4.92 1.50 4.67 1.56 0.47 0.49 
If 5.11 1.53 5.02 1.54 0.06 0.81 
i g  5.14 1.49 4.47 1.80 3.02 0.09 
2a 5.39 1.15 4.72 1.60 4.22 0.04* 
2b 5.53 0.65 5.20 1.16 2.23 0.14 
2c 5.72 1.06 5.70 1.04 0.01 0.93 
2d 5.55 0.92 4.97 1.37 4.63 0.03* 
2e 5.64 1.90 4.95 1.66 4.88 0.03* 
2f 5.78 1.02 5.12 1.40 5.31 0.02* 
3a 5.64 1.24 5.35 1.49 0.82 0.36 
3b 5.19 1.32 4.72 1.26 2.50 0.12 
3c 5.47 1.29 4.90 1.41 3.36 0.07 
3d 5.19 1.30 4.82 1.57 1.23 0.27 
3e 4.28 1.28 4.22 1.91 0.02 0.89 
4a 6.22 0.79 5.90 1.10 2.08 0.15 
4b 5.28 1.52 4.62 1.64 3.20 0.08 
4c 5.64 1.20 5.27 1.38 1.49 0.22 
4d 5.69 1.39 5.65 1.37 0.02 0.88 
4e 5.69 1.09 5.52 1.13 0.44 0.51 
5a 5.22 1.51 5.15 1.70 0.04 0.85 
5b 4.97 1.36 4.40 1.86 2.29 0.13 
5c 4.86 1.74 4.57 1.75 0.51 0.48 
5d 4.53 1.44 4.42 1.79 0.07 0.78 
6a 5.89 0.82 5.57 1.15 1.83 0.18 
6b 5.25 1.40 4.45 1.57 5.45 0.02* 
6c 5.11 1.28 4.42 1.50 4.54 0.04* 
Scale: 1 = completely disagree; 7 = completely agree. 
•Significant at 0.05. 
Table 39. Means, standard deviations, F values, and probability of composite scores on the educa­
tional performance in the Colegio de Postgraduados as seen by students when grouped by 
area of study 
"CEICADAR" 
N = 8 
"Basic" 
N = 23 
"Applied" 
N = 28 
"Social" 
N = 17 
Composite Items Mean S.D. Mean S.D. Mean S.D. Mean S.D. 
r 
rati 0 Prob 
Teaching-learning 40.50 4.21 36.04 6.09 34.86 8.38 33.29 7.34 L ,95 0. ,13 
Content of courses 35.13 3.18 31.70 5.63 32.11 6.27 31.06 4.49 1. ,06 0, ,37 
Plan of study 29.50 3.46 23.96 5.87 24.86 5.75 23.88 4.71 2, ,38 0. ,08 
Instructor competency 29.25 2.31 27.43 4.87 27.50 5.93 27.71 5.37 0, ,27 0. ,85 
Institutional 
environment 22.38 2.26 17.61 6.32 20.14 5.31 17.58 5.83 2. ,22 0. 09 
Competency of graduates 18.00 2.00 14.57 3.51 15.04 3.86 15.47 2.60 2 .17 0 .10 
Composite Scales: 
Teaching learning: 7 = completely disagree; 49 = completely agree. 
Content of courses: 6 = completely disagree; 42 = completely agree. 
Plan of study: 5 = completely disagree; 35 = completely agree. 
Instructor competency: 5 = completely disagree; 35 = completely agree. 
Institutional environment; 4 = completely disagree; 28 = completely agree. 
Competency of graduates: 3 = completely disagree; 21 = completely agree. 
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Table 40. Means, standard deviations, t values, and probability of 
composite scores on the educational performance in the Colegio 
de Postgraduados as perceived by students when grouped by time 
in school 
Beginners Formers 
(N = 36) (N = 40) t 
Composite statements Mean S.D. Mean S.D. ratio Prob. 
Teaching-learning 36. 78 6.92 34 .27 7 .52 2 .26 0, .14 
Content of courses 33. 61 4.03 30, .68 6 .23 5 .80 0, .02* 
Plan of study 25. 78 4.86 24, .03 6 .01 1 .93 0, ,17 
Instructor competency 28. 53 4.87 26, .98 5 .35 1 .74 0. ,19 
Institutional environment 19. 58 4.87 18. ,55 6 .36 0 .62 0. ,43 
Competency of graduates 16. 25 2.97 14. ,45 3 .63 5 .52 0. ,02* 
Composite scales: 
Teaching-learning; 7 = completely disagree; 49 = completely 
agree. 
Content of courses: 6 = completely disagree; 42 = completely 
agree. 
Plan of study: 5 = completely disagree; 35 = completely 
agree. 
Instructor competency: 5 = completely disagree; 35 = completely 
agree. 
Institutional environment: 4 = completely disagree, 28 = completely 
agree. 
Competency of graduates: 3 = completely disagree; 21 = completely 
agree. 
•Significant at 0.05. 
of graduates were met and applied in the Colegio de Postgraduados. This 
means that "beginners" (students who started their study program in the 
Fall 91 or after) believed more than "formers" (students who started 
their study program before Fall91) that content of courses relates to 
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agricultural and rural problems, is properly organized, is relevant to 
student's needs, is relevant to other courses in the program, is continu­
ously improved, and the objectives are clear. Also "beginners" believed 
more than "formers" that graduates have solid and balanced preparation, 
have critical vision of agricultural and rural issues, and are able to 
understand and explain the principles and values of rural societies. 
The finding that "beginner" students agreed more strongly than 
"former" students that principles and desired educational aspects related 
to content of courses and competency of graduates were met in the Colegio 
de Postgraduados might suggest that education in the institution has 
improved in the latter years. Yet, no evidences were found to prove that 
hypothesis. Another explanation might come from the composition of the 
"beginner" students. Detailed analysis of the survey indicated that 
CEICADAR students gave high scores to most of the statements, and most of 
them started their master's studies in Spring 92, putting them in the 
"beginner" category. 
In general terms, findings seemed to indicate that students per­
ceived that educational principles and desired educational aspects were 
met and applied in the Colegio de Postgraduados. However, participation 
of campus faculty in the regional centers was low. This might suggest 
that regional centers are not relevant to the improvement of educational 
performance in the Colegio de Postgraduados. Yet, this conclusion would 
be erroneous. The reviewed literature on educational aspects of the 
Colegio de Postgraduados suggests that detailed and deep studies about 
educational performance are required. For example, even though several 
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authors (Hernandez, 1988; Nunez 1988; and Tel is, 1988) recognized that 
the objectives and philosophy of the institution were solid and well 
defined and the faculty members were qualified, they pointed out various 
concerns in the educational function of the Colegio de Postgraduados. 
They indicated that most of the courses had a technocratic orientation, 
.  . w e  conc e n t r a t e  o n  s p e c i a l i z a t i o n  i n  o u r  c o u r s e s  a n d  d o  n o t  
consider farmers socioeconomic problems" (Tel is, 1988, p. 9). The 
authors also remarked on the necessity of providing pedagogic and ethical 
preparation of instructors and professors. They urged that the results 
of the evaluation of courses should be utilized to improve course 
content, plan of study, and curriculum. 
In summary, students, in general terms, agreed that educational 
principles related to teaching and learning, content of courses, plan of 
study, competency of instructors and professors, academic and social 
environment in the institution, and competency of graduates, were met in 
the Colegio de Postgraduados. When groups were compared to find differ­
ences among or between them, students from CEICADAR and "beginners" 
believed more than campus students and "former" students that the desired 
educational aspects regarding to competency of instructors and graduates 
were met and applied in the Colegio de Postgraduados. The participation 
of campus faculty in the regional centers was low; however, results do 
not mean that the regional centers are not relevant to improving the 
educational function of the institution. The literature review suggested 
that detailed and deep studies are required in order to know and under­
stand the educational performance of the Colegio de Postgraduados. 
151 
Perceptions of Faculty Personnel and Students Regarding 
Principles and Concepts of Agricultural Education 
Another objective of the study was to determine the perceptions of 
faculty personnel and students regarding selected principles and concepts 
of agricultural education. To what extent did faculty members and 
students agree or disagree with the basic principles and concepts of 
agricultural education? How did they differ in their perceptions of 
those principles and concepts? And how were their perceptions of those 
principles and concepts related to their degree of participation in the 
regional centers? These were the questions to be answered in this 
section using the information provided by the three types of respondents, 
campus faculty, regional faculty, and students from the central campus 
and CEICADAR. 
A literature review provided the basis for 25 statements regarding 
integration of teaching, research, and extension, integration of theory 
and practice, agricultural professional competency, the role of agricul­
tural education institutions, professional training in developing 
countries, importance of small scale agricultural producers (campesinos), 
and the definition of regional centers. Faculty personnel and students 
were asked to rate each statement on a scale of 1= completely disagree to 
7 = completely agree. Analysis was made for each statement and means and 
standard deviation were utilized. To compare among respondents, one-way 
analysis was used. Also, to find if there was a relationship among 
respondents' perceptions of those principles and concepts of agricultural 
education and their degree of participation in the regional centers. 
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analyses of correlation were made. Results show that, in general terms, 
respondents agreed with the 25 statements (Table 41) (See Appendix for 
content of statements). Respondents completely agreed with the following 
statements: IT4 "teaching-learning process must be carried out through 
the interaction of theory and practice ..." (x=6.67, S.D.=0.55), and 
Table 41. Means and standard deviations of scores on the perceptions of 
faculty members and students regarding some principles and 
concepts of agricultural education, N = 186 
Items Mean S.D. Missing cases 
IT4 6.67 0.55 0 
IT9 6.50 0.69 0 
IT8 6.34 0.80 0 
ITl 6.24 0.85 0 
IT7 6.23 0.92 1 
ITIO 6.11 1.00 1 
ITl 6.07 1.12 1 
IT6 6.07 1.27 0 
IT13 6.06 1.05 1 
IT20 6.01 1.08 0 
IT19 5.94 1.34 1 
IT21 5.92 1.18 0 
IT3 5.87 1.34 0 
IT5 5.77 1.32 0 
IT18 5.73 1.37 0 
IT12 5.70 1.33 3 
IT2 5.69 1.41 0 
IT23 5.21 1.40 13 
IT22 5.19 1.48 12 
IT24 5.11 1.40 13 
IT25 5.00 1.64 2 
IT17 4.89 1.78 0 
IT14 4.78 1.65 3 
IT15 4.74 1.65 0 
IT16 4.74 1.71 0 
Scale: 1 = completely disagree; 7 = completely agree. 
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ITS "Agricultural universities should contribute importantly to the 
discovery of future agricultural practices that are socially desirable, 
culturally feasible, and ethical defensible" (x=6.50, S.D.=0.69). 
Respondents slightly agreed with the following statements: IT15 "most 
agricultural professionals believe that modern technology is infinitely 
superior to the small farmers technology" (x=4.74, S.D.=1.65) and IT16 
"most agricultural professionals conduct research and assistance efforts 
as if they know everything and their clients nothing" (x=4.74, 
S.D.=1.71). 
In order to find differences among groups on the perception of 
principles and concepts of agricultural education, one-way analysis of 
variance was utilized. Comparisons were made among campus and regional 
center faculty and students. The results (Table 42) indicated that 
significant (p=0.05) differences existed among groups for only four 
statements: IT2, IT13, IT24, and IT25. The Scheffé post hoc procedures 
showed that a difference existed, for each statement, between the 
following groups. For IT2 the difference was between regional center 
faculty and students. This means that regional center faculty believed 
more than students that "teaching must be based on the research work made 
by the professor ..." For IT13 a difference existed between students 
and campus faculty; students believed more than campus faculty that 
"agricultural professionals should be socially, technically, and scien­
tifically qualified." For IT24 the difference was between regional 
center faculty and campus faculty and between regional center faculty and 
students; regional center faculty believed more than campus faculty and 
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Table 42. Means, standard deviations, F values, and probabilities for 
statements from ITl to IT25 by type of respondents (campus and 
regional center faculty and students) 
Regional 
Campus faculty center faculty Students F 
n Mean S.D. n Mean S.D. n Mean S.D. ratio Prob. 
ITl 70 6.08 1.06 39 6.00 1.37 76 6.09 1.03 0.09 0 .91 
IT2 70 5.91 1.13 40 5.97 1.42 76 5.33 1.56 4.37 0 .02* 
IT3 70 5.96 1.30 40 5.60 1.58 76 5.94 1.38 0.99 0 .37 
IT4 70 6.66 0.51 40 6.60 0.63 76 6.71 0.53 0.55 0 .56 
ITS 70 5.68 1.25 40 5.57 1.65 76 5.94 1.17 1.27 0 .28 
IT6 70 5.81 1.37 40 6.40 0.87 76 6.14 1.31 2.97 0 .05 
IT7 70 6.04 1.12 39 6.33 0.89 76 6.35 0.67 2.45 0 .09 
ITS 70 6.21 0.81 40 6.35 1.00 76 6.45 0.66 1.54 0, .22 
IT9 70 6.50 0.58 40 6.50 0.90 76 6.50 0.66 0.00 1 .00 
ITIO 70 6.00 1.10 39 6.20 0.73 76 6.16 1.02 0.68 0 .50 
ni l  70 6.11 0.94 40 6.20 0.72 76 6.37 0.81 1.69 0, .18 
IT12 70 5.57 1.40 37 5.94 1.15 76 5.74 1.35 0.95 0, .38 
IT13 70 5.80 1.24 40 6.20 0.88 75 6.24 0.88 3.70 0, .03* 
IT14 70 4.68 1.83 37 4.73 1.50 76 4.91 1.56 0.35 0, .70 
IT15 70 4.44 1.71 40 4.62 1.62 76 5.09 1.54 3.04 0, .05 
IT16 70 4.37 1.83 40 4.87 1.65 76 5.01 1.57 2.78 0. 06 
IT17 70 4.58 1.80 40 4.90 1.70 76 5.18 1.78 2.07 0. ,13 
IT18 70 5.43 1.59 40 5.82 1.23 76 5.95 1.17 2.78 0. 06 
IT19 70 5.98 1.30 39 5.87 1.38 76 5.93 1.38 0.09 0. ,92 
IT20 70 5.90 1.19 40 6.10 0.63 76 6.08 1.15 0.65 0. ,52 
IT21 70 5.73 1.32 40 6.22 0.83 76 5.93 1.19 2.27 0. ,10 
IT22 70 5.14 1.47 40 5.62 1.49 64 4.98 1.45 2.41 0. 09 
IT23 70 5.13 1.40 40 5.62 1.31 63 5.05 1.42 2.33 0. 10 
IT24 70 5.00 1.32 40 5.67 1.47 63 4.87 1.37 4.53 0. 02* 
IT25 70 4.77 1.71 40 4.72 1.74 74 5.37 1.47 3.27 0. 04* 
Scale: 1 = completely disagree; 7 = completely agree. 
*Significant at 0.05. 
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students that "the activities in the regional centers make possible 
educational feedback ..." Finally, for IT25 a difference existed 
between students and regional center faculty; students believed more than 
regional center faculty that "the Colegio de Postgraduados should 
emphasize more research, extension and services in areas where the 
majority of people are poor and small scale farmers." 
An exploratory factor analysis of statements was performed in order 
to determine whether the variables could be described by a smaller number 
of factors. Even though the correlation matrix showed moderate and high 
correlation among several statements, the factors generated were not 
relevant to the concepts of interest in the study. However, in order to 
find if campus faculty's and students' perceptions of basic principles 
and concepts of agricultural education were related to their degree of 
participation in the regional centers, analyses of correlation were made. 
The correlation analyses were executed using two criteria: 1) when the 
25 statements were considered as individual variables, and 2) when the 25 
statements were grouped into three groups based on previous analysis of 
reliability among statements. The results, in both cases, indicated that 
no relationship existed among campus faculty's and students' perceptions 
of the basic principles and concepts of agricultural education and their 
degree of participation in the regional centers. This does not mean, 
however, that academic activities of faculty members and students were 
not related to their basic beliefs and values about agricultural educa­
tion. Decisions upon their participation in the regional centers could 
be more related to external factors such as the organizational structure 
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of the institution, the administration system, and social and economic 
factors. Results of the reasons of low participation of campus faculty 
in the regional centers were discussed earlier in this chapter. 
In summary, faculty from campus and regional centers as well as 
students, in general terms, agreed with the 25 statements of principles 
and concepts of agricultural education. The statements on which the 
respondents strongly agreed were related to the importance of the 
integration of theory and practice in the process of teaching-learning 
and the necessity for agricultural institutions to contribute to the 
development of sustainable agriculture. When compared among groups for 
each statement, significant differences were found among groups for four 
statements. Regional center faculty believed more than students that 
teaching should be based on the research work made by the professor. 
Students believed more than campus faculty that agricultural profession­
als should be socially, technically, and scientifically qualified. 
Regional center faculty believed more than campus faculty and students 
that activities in the regional centers made possible educational 
feedback. Correlation analyses indicated that no relationships existed 
among campus faculty's and students' perceptions of those basic princi­
ples and concepts of agricultural education and their degree of partici­
pation in the regional centers. Finally, students believed more than 
regional center faculty that the Colegio de Postgraduados should empha­
size research and assistance efforts in areas where the majority of 
people were poor and small scale farmers. 
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Suggestions by Faculty Members and Students for Improving 
Linkage Among Campus and Regional Centers 
The last objective of the study was to determine suggestions of 
faculty members and students for improving linkage among campus and 
regional centers. Data were obtained from answers to the open-ended 
question of the survey. For data analysis, suggestion statements were 
summarized into six groups of common ideas. The grouped statements were: 
1) reinforce communication and coordination, 2) reinforce participation, 
3) define and regulate functions and objectives of the regional centers, 
4) provide enough resources, 5) improve administration and management of 
resources and personnel, and 6) others. Frequencies and percentages were 
utilized for the analysis. Findings showed that not all of the respon­
dents answered the question (Table 43). Suggestions came from 77% of 
campus faculty, 95% of regional center faculty, and 67% of students. 
There was a range of ideas, from skeptical to radical. However, most of 
the suggestions were centered around the six aspects stated earlier. 
Suggestions of the great majority of respondents were related to rein­
forcing communication, coordination, and participation. Some of the 
predominant suggestions for reinforcing communication and coordination 
were: 1) organize forums, such as seminars, round tables, and conferenc­
es, in which both campus and regional center faculty present advances and 
results of their academic activities and experiences; 2) regional centers 
should share and divulge their objectives, functions, projects, needs, 
strengths and weaknesses; and 3) the institution should periodically 
organize field trips, expositions, and demonstrations in the regional 
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Table 43. Frequencies and percentages of faculty personnel and students 
on the suggestions for improving linkages among campus and 
regional centers 
Summary of 
suggestions 
Campus faculty Reg. Cent. Fac. 
N = 54 N = 38 
freq. percent freq. percent 
Students 
N = 51 
freq. percent' 
Reinforce 
communication 
and coordination 26 
Encourage and 
reinforce 
participation 29 
Define and regulate 
functions and 
objectives of 
regional centers 5 
Provide enough 
resources 7 
Improve administration 
system and management 
of resources and 
personnel 4 
Others 1 
48.1 
53.7 
9.2 
13.0 
7.4 
1.8 
10 26.3 
16 42.1 
3 
4 
4 
3 
7.9 
10.5 
10.5 
7.9 
45.1 
39.2 
13.7 
3.9 
3.9 
5.9 
Percentages will equal more than 100% because respondents answered 
more than one option. 
centers, especially for new students and faculty members. 
For reinforcing participation, some of the predominant ideas were: 
1) faculty of both campus and regional centers should organize, plan, and 
implement projects by joining efforts (interdisciplinary teams should be 
the approach); 2) courses, and field practicums for students should be 
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organized in the regional centers, especially during the summer period; 
3) students should be encouraged to do research for their theses in the 
regional centers; 4) regional center faculty should be invited to 
participate in academic activities on campus centers; 5) campus and 
regional centers should interchange faculty personnel for extended 
periods; and 6) the institution should recognize and motivate faculty 
members' participation in both campus and regional centers. 
In addition, other important suggestions were; 1) the institution 
should define the objectives and functions of the regional centers; 2) 
the administration system and management of resources and personnel 
should be improved; 3) the institution should provide enough resources 
for travel allowances, lodging, and other expenses when faculty members 
move from campus to regional centers or vice versa. Finally, the sugges­
tions considered as "others" were related to improving salaries of 
faculty personnel, changes in the institutional structure and administra­
tion, and independence of regional centers from the institution. 
In short, suggestions of most respondents were around the idea that 
communication, coordination, and participation should be reinforced in 
order to improve linkages among campus and regional centers. In addi­
tion, definition of objectives and functions of regional centers, 
endowment of enough resources, and improvement of administration system 
and management of resources and personnel were other important sugges­
tions provided by the respondents. 
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Summary of Findings 
Findings are summarized in this section. According to the Cronbach 
alpha reliability procedure, the instruments utilized to collect data 
were acceptable. Most of the respondents, both faculty and students, 
were male. The average ages for the three types of respondents were: 
40.7 years old for campus faculty, 35.2 for regional center faculty, and 
31.1 for students. The predominant group for all three groups was those 
between 30 and 39 years old. Most of the faculty held a master's degree; 
however, campus faculty were more likely to hold a doctorate than were 
regional center faculty. The average number of years of service in the 
institution was 11.6 for campus faculty and 7.8 years for regional center 
faculty. The predominant faculty rank among campus faculty was Profesor 
Investigador (Professor or associate Professor) and among regional center 
faculty it was Investigador docente (Assistant Professor) it was among 
regional center faculty. Almost all faculty (98.0%) were involved with 
research. The largest groups of campus faculty and students were from 
"applied" areas. The majority of regional center faculty were from 
CEICADAR. Campus faculty tended to publish more than regional center 
faculty, but both groups tended to publish more research publications 
than other types of subjects. The great majority of students were from 
Mexico, and most of them started their graduate studies in the Spring of 
1992 and Spring of 1991, Finally, the experience areas for most students 
was in research and teaching. 
With regard to participation in the regional centers, campus faculty 
and students were slightly familiar with regional centers. The least 
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familiar center was CEICADES and the most familiar was CEICADAR. When 
compared among groups by selected demographic and situational variables, 
campus faculty holding master's degrees, Investigador docente and 
Investigador adjunto ranks, faculty younger than 35 years old and those 
working less than 11 years in the institution, were less familiar with 
regional centers than those holding doctorates, Profesor Investigador 
rank, 35 years old or older, and those working 11 or more years in the 
institution. In the case of students, "former" students were less 
familiar with regional centers than "beginners." Students became 
familiar with the regional centers mostly by "other means" and not as a 
result of planned academic activities of the institution. Participation 
of campus faculty and students in the regional centers was low. Again, 
CEICADES was the regional center where campus faculty and students 
participated less frequently than in the other regional centers. Campus 
faculty holding master's degrees, Investigador docente and Investigador 
adjunto ranks, faculty younger than 35 years old and those working less 
than 11 years in the institution, participated less frequently in the 
regional centers than those holding doctorates, Profesor Investigador 
rank, 35 years old or older, and those working 11 or more years in the 
institution. "Former" students participated less frequently than 
"beginners." Planning and implementing research projects and training 
programs were the principal forms of participation in the regional 
centers for most campus faculty. Farmers and students were not involved 
in the activities of most campus and regional center faculty. 
Campus faculty felt that they did not improve their professional 
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competency very much as a result of their participation in the regional 
centers. On the contrary, regional center faculty felt that they 
strongly improved their professional competency as a result of their 
activities in the regional centers. Regional center faculty believed 
that their everyday working in the regions allowed them to gain practi­
cal and methodological experiences to solve problems, and to understand 
agricultural, socioeconomic, and ecological problems of the region. 
Also, they felt that as result of those processes, they changed atti­
tudes, forms of thinking and acting. Campus faculty also felt that their 
gained knowledge and experience in the regional centers were not espe­
cially useful or important in improving curriculum or other academic 
aspects. Campus faculty perceived that the main reasons for their low 
participation in the regional centers were: lack of communication among 
campus and regional center faculty and lack of institutional support. 
Participation of regional center faculty in academic activities on campus 
was also low or nonexistent. Regional center faculty perceived that the 
main reasons for such lack of participation on campus was again lack of 
communication among campus and regional center faculty, lack of institu­
tional support, and institutional structure and rules that hindered 
participation. 
Regional center faculty had positive perceptions regarding partici­
pation of campus faculty in the regional centers. They perceived that 
participation of campus faculty was frequent and important, especially 
for research activities. However, they pointed out some concerns about 
misunderstanding by campus faculty on the functions of regional centers. 
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Regional center faculty agreed with the official statements on the 
functions of regional centers, except with the statement that programs in 
the regional centers were usually evaluated. 
Regarding the educational performance in the Colegio de Postgrad-
uados, students perceived that educational principles and desired 
educational aspects were met and applied in the institution. They 
completely agreed that "instructors and professors were qualified 
professionals," "graduates had solid and balanced preparation," and 
"instructors were supportive." However, students slightly agreed that 
"plan of study was annually reviewed," and "the institutional environment 
invited students to participate in academic and social activities." 
CEICADAR and "beginner" students had more positive perceptions on the 
educational performance in the Colegio de Postgraduados than campus and 
"former' students. 
Faculty members and students agreed with 25 selected statements on 
principles and concepts of agricultural education. Faculty personnel and 
students strongly agreed with the statements regarding the importance of 
the integration of theory and practice in the process of teaching-learn­
ing. They also strongly agreed that agricultural education institutions 
should contribute to the development of sustainable agriculture. 
However, faculty members and students slightly agreed that agriculturists 
had a professional bias against small scale producers. When compared 
among groups to find differences, regional center faculty agreed more 
than campus faculty and students regarding the statement on the conceptu­
al definition of regional centers. 
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Finally, most faculty members and students agreed that in order to 
improve linkages between campus and regional centers, communication, 
coordination, and participation should be reinforced and promoted. 
Definition of objectives and functions of regional centers, endowment of 
enough resources, and improvement of administration system and management 
of resources and personnel were other important suggestions provided by 
faculty personnel and students. 
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CHAPTER V. SUMMARY, CONCLUSION, 
AND RECOMMENDATIONS 
Statement of the Problem 
For decades, higher agricultural education institutions of Latin 
America have been criticized because they have not responded to the needs 
of development demanded by agriculture. Curricula that were incompatible 
to agricultural education objectives, lack of linkage between the 
educational institutions and the rural communities, and little integra­
tion among research, teaching, and extension, were some of the main 
concerns. Conscious of those problems, some institutions in the region 
implemented creative programs in order to improve their educational 
functions. The Colegio de Postgraduados (CP) of Mexico was one of them. 
This graduate college, since 1976, created four regional centers with the 
purpose of linking the educational function with the agricultural and 
rural problems of the regions. In spite of the observable signs of 
progress, the community of CP has had increasing concern about the role 
of the regional centers in relation to the objectives of the institution. 
What has the major achievement been in regard to research, teaching, and 
extension? What has been the impact of the regional centers experiences 
in the educational functions of the institution? What kind of problems 
and constraints have these regional centers faced? These have been some 
of the questions raised by faculty of the institution. The major concern 
has been those related to the educational function and its interrelation 
with research and extension. 
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Purpose of the Study 
The purpose of this study was to assess the impact of the regional 
centers for research, teaching, and extension on the educational function 
of the Colegio de Postgraduados. The specific objectives were, to: 
1. Assess the participation of campus faculty and students in the 
regional centers. 
2. Assess the impact of campus faculty participation in regional 
centers upon their professional competencies and academic perfor­
mance. 
3. Assess the factors affecting participation of campus faculty in 
regional centers. 
4. Assess the impact of academic activities of regional center faculty 
upon their professional competencies. 
5. Assess the participation of regional center faculty in academic 
activities on campus. 
6. Assess the factors affecting participation of regional center 
faculty in academic activities on campus. 
7. Assess the educational performance in the Colegio de Postgraduados 
through students perception regarding teaching methods, course 
content, professors competencies, institutional environment, and 
competencies of graduates. 
8. Assess the functions of regional centers through perception of 
faculty members. 
9. Determine perceptions of faculty members and students on selected 
principles and concepts of agricultural education. 
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10. Determine suggestions of faculty members and students for improving 
linkage among campus and regional centers. 
Literature Review 
The literature review helped to focus on the problem of study and to 
build a conceptual and theoretical framework. Although agriculture and 
agricultural education in Mexico faced several problems, the literature 
indicates that there are promising factors for improving the adverse 
situation. In agricultural education, one of the important aspects has 
been the experiences gained by various institutions in how to link the 
institution with the agricultural and rural problems. Innovative 
programs have been implemented to link among teaching, research and 
extension. To reinforce those efforts and be more effective in their 
mission, institutions need to evaluate those programs. For that, compre­
hensive evaluation approaches should be used. Evaluation should be 
carried out not only for purposes of supporting resources and reputa-
tional views of excellence but also, and more important, for enhancing 
talent and institution development. 
Procedure 
The design used for this study was the descriptive survey method. 
The population of the study was composed of campus and regional center 
faculty and students of the Colegio de Postgraduados. A stratified 
random sampling was used. The sample size was as follow: campus 
faculty, 72; regional centers, 48; and students, 91. The principal 
instrument to collect data was a written questionnaire. Also, direct 
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observation, informal interview face to face, review of official records 
and documents were employed. Three questionnaires were designed by the 
researcher, for campus faculty, regional center faculty, and students. 
Data were collected in the summer of 1992. Copies of the cover letter 
and questionnaires were hand-delivered to the subjects. The return rate 
of questionnaires was: 97%, campus faculty; 83%, regional center 
faculty; and 87%, students. The total usable return rate was 186 (88%). 
Statistical analysis of data included reliability analysis, descriptive 
statistics, t-tests, one-way analysis of variance, and Pearson correla­
tion analysis. 
Summary of Findings 
Most of the respondents, both faculty and students, were male. The 
average ages for the three types of respondents were: 40,7 years old for 
campus faculty, 35.2 for regional center faculty, and 31.1 for students. 
Most of the faculty held a master's degree; yet, campus faculty were more 
likely to hold a doctorate than were regional center faculty. The 
average number of years of service in the institution was 11.6 for campus 
faculty and 7.8 years for regional center faculty. The predominant 
academic rank among campus faculty was Profesor Investigador (Professor 
or Associate Professor) and among regional center faculty it was Investi-
gador docente (Assistant Professor). Almost all faculty (98.0%) were 
involved with research. Finally, campus faculty tended to publish more 
than regional center faculty, but both groups tended to publish more 
research publications than other types of subjects. 
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Participation of campus faculty and students in the regional centers 
was low. CEICADES was the regional center where campus faculty and 
students participated less frequently than in the other regional centers. 
When compared among groups by selected demographic and situational 
variable, campus faculty holding master's degrees, Investigador Docente 
(Assistant Professor) and Investigador Adjunto (Research Assistant) 
ranks, faculty younger than 35 years old and those working less than 11 
years in the institution, participated less frequently in the regional 
centers than those holding doctorates, Professor Investigador (Professor 
or Asociate Professor) rank, 35 years old or older, and those working 11 
or more years in the institution. In the case of students, "former" 
students participated less frequently in the regional centers than 
"beginners." Students became familiar with the regional centers mostly 
by "other means" and not as a result of planned academic activities of 
the institution. Planning and implementing research projects and 
training programs were the principal forms of participation in the 
regional centers for most campus faculty. Farmers and students were not 
involved in the activities of most campus and regional center faculty. 
Campus faculty felt that they did not improve their professional 
competency very much as a result of their participation in the regional 
centers. On the contrary, regional center faculty felt that they 
strongly improved their professional competency as a result of their 
activities in the regional centers. Regional center faculty believed 
that their every day working in the regions allowed them to gain practi­
cal and methodological experiences to solve problems, and to understand 
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agricultural, socioeconomic, and ecological problems of the region. 
Also, they felt that as result of those processes, they changed atti­
tudes, forms of thinking and acting. Campus faculty also felt that their 
gained knowledge and experience in the regional centers were not espe­
cially useful or important in improving curriculum or other academic 
aspects. Campus faculty perceived that the main reasons for their low 
participation in the regional centers were: lack of communication among 
campus and regional center faculty and lack of institutional support. 
Participation of regional center faculty in academic activities on campus 
was also low or nonexistent. Regional center faculty perceived that the 
main reasons for the lack of participation on campus was again lack of 
communication among campus and regional center faculty, lack of institu­
tional support, and institutional structure and rules that hindered 
participation. 
Regional center faculty had positive perception regarding participa­
tion of campus faculty in the regional centers. They perceived that 
participation of campus faculty was frequent and important, especially 
for research activities. However, they pointed out some concerns about 
misunderstanding by campus faculty on the functions of regional centers. 
Regional center faculty agreed with the official statements on the 
functions of regional centers, except with the statement that programs in 
the regional centers were usually evaluated. 
Students perceived that educational principles and desired educa­
tional aspects were met and applied in the Colegio de Postgraduados. 
They completely agreed that "instructors and professors were qualified 
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professionals," "graduates had solid and balanced preparation," and 
"instructors were supportive." However, students slightly agreed that 
"plan of studies were annually reviewed," and "the institutional environ­
ment invited students to participate in academic and social activities." 
CEICADAR and 'beginner' students had more positive perception on the 
educational performance in the Colegio de Postgraduados than campus and 
'former' students. 
Faculty members and students agreed with 25 selected statements on 
principles and concepts of agricultural education. Faculty personnel and 
students strongly agreed with the statements regarding the importance of 
the integration of theory and practice in the process of teaching-learn­
ing. They also strongly agreed that agricultural education institutions 
should contribute to the development of sustainable agriculture. 
However, faculty members and students slightly agreed that agricultural­
ists had a professional bias against small scale producers. When 
compared among groups to find differences, regional center faculty agreed 
more than campus faculty and students regarding the statement on the 
conceptual definition of regional centers. 
Finally, most faculty members and students agreed that in order to 
improve linkages between campus and regional centers, communication, 
coordination, and participation should be reinforced and promoted. 
Definition of objectives and functions of regional centers, endowment of 
enough resources, and improvement of administration system and management 
of resources and personnel were other important suggestions provided by 
faculty personnel and students. 
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Conclusions 
The purpose of this study was to assess the impact of the regional 
centers for research, teaching, and extension on the educational function 
of the Colegio de Postgraduados. The following conclusions were based 
upon the findings and discussions of this study and are organized 
according to the objectives. 
The results of this study provided elements to support that the 
regional centers of the Colegio de Postgraduados constituted a means by 
which faculty members and students could interact, learn, gain cognitive 
and affective knowledge, and incorporate new theoretical, conceptual, and 
methodological elements to the programs of studies. The study also 
demonstrated that the educational potentialities of the regional centers 
were however not being fully utilized. The study found that: 
1. a. Campus faculty were slightly familiar with the regional centers. 
b. The most common activities carried out by campus faculty in the 
regional centers were research and training, with little exten­
sion work being done. 
c. Involvement of farmers and students in academic activities by 
campus faculty in the regional centers was low. 
2. a. Campus faculty perceived that they did not improve their profes­
sional competency very much as a result of their participation 
in the regional centers. 
b. Campus faculty felt that their gained experience and knowledge, 
as a result of their participation in the regional centers, were 
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not especially useful or important in improving curriculum or 
other academic aspects. 
3. Regional center faculty perceived that participation of campus 
faculty in the regional centers was frequent and important. Howev­
er, they pointed out that campus faculty misunderstood the role and 
functions of regional centers. 
4. Campus faculty perceived that the main reasons for their low partic­
ipation in the regional centers were lack of communication among 
campus faculty and among regional center and campus faculty, and 
lack of institutional support. 
5. a. Regional center faculty felt strongly that they gained practical 
and methodological problems of the region. 
b. Regional center faculty felt strongly that, as a result of their 
academic activities int he regional centers, they underwent 
changes in their attitudes and forms of thinking and acting. 
6. a. Regional center faculty perceived that their participation in 
academic activities on campus centers was very low. 
b. Regional center faculty perceived that the main reasons for 
their low participation in campus centers were lack of communi­
cation among campus and regional center faculty, lack of insti­
tutional support, and full time work in their regional centers. 
7. Regional center faculty agreed with the statements that research is 
carried out to create appropriate technology for the region and 
agricultural technicians and professionals were trained in the 
regional center using the experiences and the knowledge generated in 
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the regional centers. Yet, they were undecided about the evaluation 
of their programs. 
8. a. Students were very slightly familiar with the regional centers. 
b. Participation of students in academic activities in the regional 
centers was very low. 
c. Students became familiar with the regional centers mostly by 
other forms, such as personal interest, comments of peers and 
professors, and previous work in the region, and not as a result 
of planned academic activities of the institution. 
9. In spite of low participation of campus faculty and student sin the 
regional centers, students perceived that educational principles and 
desired educational aspects were met and applied in the Colegio de 
Postgraduados. They agreed that instructors and professors were 
qualified professionals and graduates had solid and balanced prepa­
ration. 
10. Campus and regional center faculty as well as students agreed with 
most of the selected principles and concepts of agricultural educa­
tion. They completely agreed with those related to the importance 
of integration of theory and practice in the teaching-learning 
process and that agricultural education institutions should contrib­
ute to the development of sustainable agriculture. No relationships 
existed among campus faculty's and students' perceptions of basic 
principles and concepts of agricultural education and their degree 
of participation in the regional centers. 
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11. Faculty members and students agreed that in order to improve linkag­
es between campus and regional centers, communication, coordina­
tion,a nd participation should be reinforced and promoted. Endow­
ment of enough resources and improvement of definition of objectives 
and functions of regional centers, administration systems, and 
management of resources and personnel were other suggestions provid­
ed by the respondents. 
12. Finally, the study demonstrated that agricultural education through 
regional centers could constitute an alternative form to overcome 
the problems of lack of integration among research, teaching, and 
extension lack of integration of theory and practice in the teach-
ing-learning process, and lack of linkages among agricultural 
education institutions and agricultural and rural problems. In 
short, the regional centers could constitute an alternative educa­
tional model to improve the objectives, mission, and philosophy of 
institutions, in theory and practice, in order to contribute to 
agricultural and rural development. 
Recommendations 
Based upon the findings and conclusions, the following recommenda­
tions were formulated: 
1. Administrators, faculty members, and students of the Colegio de 
Postgraduados should promote, organize, and support communication 
and participation of faculty members and students in regional 
centers. For that, the following points are suggested: 
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a. Regional center faculty and administrators should reinforce 
diffusion of regional center objectives, functions, organiza­
tion, and advances of academic activities, through different 
kind of events, brochures, magazines, and other forms of commu­
nication. 
b. Campus and regional center faculty should organize events to 
present, share and interchange advances of their academic 
activities. 
c. Objectives, functions, and organizational structure of regional 
centers should be reviewed and defined according their individ­
ual geographical and situational characteristics. 
d. Participation of campus faculty and students in regional centers 
and participation of regional center faculty in campus centers 
should be regulated. But, regulations should facilitate and 
motivate faculty members and students rather than hinder partic­
ipation. 
e. The institution should provide enough resources and improve 
management to facilitate participation of faculty members and 
students. 
f. Administrators and faculty members should encourage and motivate 
participation of faculty personnel through interdisciplinary 
teams for research, teaching and extension. 
g. Campus and regional center administrators should encourage 
participation of faculty personnel by establishing interchange 
of faculty members for extended periods. 
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h. Regular courses should be organized for students in the regional 
centers, especially in the summer period. 
i. Instructors and professors should be encouraged to organize 
field trips and field practice for students in the regional 
centers. 
j. Students should be encouraged and supported to do research for 
their theses or dissertations in the areas around the regional 
centers. 
k. Faculty members and students should be encouraged to publish 
individual and group experiences of work in the regional cen­
ters. 
2. For effective 1inakges among campus and regional centers and for 
accomplishment of the objectives, the institution should consider an 
alternative organizational structure by which the campus centers had 
direct particiaption and responsibility for the academic and admin­
istrative processes of the regional centers. 
3. Studies should be carried out to know the impact of regional center 
operation on the agricultural and rural development of the region. 
4. Studies should be carried out to know the weaknesses, strengths, and 
potentialities of regional center programs and strategies. 
5. The data of this research should be further analyzed to reveal any 
findings which are beyond the scope of the objectives of this study. 
6. This study should be replicated to compare results and determine 
effectiveness of procedures used. 
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7. Detailed and deep studies should be carried out regarding the 
educational performance in the Colegio de Postgraduados. 
8. The regional center model should be published and suggested to be 
applied by other agricultural education institutions of Mexico and 
other countries. 
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APPENDIX A. QUESTIONNAIRES AND COVER LETTERS IN ENGLISH 
1. Campus Faculty 
2. Regional Center Faculty 
3. Students 
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June 5, 1992 
Dear Faculty Member: 
How could the Colegio de Postgraduados effectively attend the educational needs 
for agricultural and rural development has been the constant concern of faculty and 
committee board members. In fact, since 1976 four regional centers were created 
with the purpose of linking the principal functions of teaching, research and 
services with the agricultural regional problems. Certainly, those regional centers 
have generated interesting regional experiences, yet it is still unknown how those 
regional experiences have contributed to the progress of the educational function 
of the institution. We are conducting a research project to learn about the effect of 
the experiences of the regional centers in the educational function of the Colegio 
de Postgraduados. 
As member of the Colegio de Postgraduados, your name was selected in a random 
sample to participate in a survey of faculty members working on campus and in the 
regional centers and of students currently registered. We need your help! 
The enclosed questionnaire asks you for information about your activities as a 
faculty member of the Colegio de Postgraduados. You also will be asked to rate 
various statements on the concepts, principles, and philosophy of agricultural 
education. To complete the questionnaire will take you approximately 30 minutes. 
Information gathered from this study could be used as a catalyst for discussion and 
action regarding the strengths and weaknesses of the institution and the role of the 
regional centers in the educational function of the Colegio de Postgraduados. 
Responses to this survey will be kept in strict confidence. We are interested in only 
the group data for use in statistical procedures. There will be no use of individual 
data. The code in your survey is only for facilitating data processing. The success of 
this survey depends, in great part, upon your accurate response. If you do not wish 
to participate in the survey, please return the blank survey form. 
Thank you for your assistance with this research project. 
Sincerely: 
Anibai CJtJKipe Limaylla f)r. Julia A. Gamon 
Graduate student Associate Professor 
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Questionnaire to identify the impact of the regional centers 
on the educational function of the Colegio de Postgarduados, Mexico 
Part 1. This part is to identify your perception and attitude in regard to some 
philosophical statements, principles, and concepts of agricultural education. 
Instructions. Below are 30 statements concerning the principles, concepts, and definitions of 
agricultural education. What is your perception or attitude about each statement? If you strongly 
disagree with the statement, circle "1" in front of the statement; if you strongly agree, circle "7" in 
front of the statement. Circle any number from 1 to 7 to reflect your perception or attitude on the 
statements. 
Strongly Slightly Slightly Strongly 
disagree disagree disagree undecided agree agree agree 
H h 1 1 1 1 1-
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Please feel free to make any observation in the blank 
spaces between the statements or on the back page. 
oooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooo 
EXAMPLE: 
Agricultural educators need to promote efficient, 
sustainable and profitable agricultural systems. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
OOQOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOPCOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOO 
1. The research and extension aspects of its public service 
mission help to set the tone of the agricultural education 
institution as much as does teaching. No one of the three 
could be so strong without the other two. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 I I 
7 
2. Teaching must be based on the research work made by the 
professor. The result of that work, the generated knowledge 
and the experience acquired should be the teaching material 
and content to be taught. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 1 I 
8 
3. Teaching is sterile without die revitalizing influence of newly 
discovered information. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 I I 
9 
4. The teaching-learning process must be carried out through 
the integration of theory and practice, in which the educator and 
the learner interact through participation, dialogue and reflect on 
the reality of the society in general, and agriculture in particular. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
5. Teaching-learning processes must be carried out in classrooms, 
with books, and professors, in the field, and through the 
p r a c t i c e  w i t h  f a r m e r s .  1  2 3 4 5 6 7  L  
6. A researcher without enough information about the farmers, their 
environment and their problems, lacks vision and panorama. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
10 
II 
12 
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Strongly Slightly Slightly Strongly 
disagree disagree disagree undecided agree agree agree 
1 
7. An agricultural educator plays a much larger role in the educational 
process than simply as a disseminator of information, and therefore 
must possess more than a series of technical competencies. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 I I 
8. Universities should contribute importantly in the discovery of 
future agricultural practices which are socially desirable, culturally 
feasible, and ethically defensible. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
9. Interdisciplinary efforts (including farmers) are required in order 
to diagnose farmer problems and needs, and design and test 
possible solutions. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
10. The function of education will be more effective if the 
agricultural education institution participates directiy in 
agricultural and rural development programs. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
11. A new agricultural professional should be not only a technical 
cadre but a change agent and a professional with of scientific 
mentality capable of criticizing the actions of organizations and 
suggesting innovative forms to operate those actions. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
12. If the agricultural professional does not understand the problems 
of agricultural and rural development, he/she is never going to 
adjust his/her way of working. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
13. The agricultural professional must be qualified in the social, 
technical and scientific concerns. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
14. The development of the agricultural profession suffers from an 
entrenched superiority complex with respect to the small farmers. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
15. Most agricultural professionals believe that modem technology 
is infinitely superior to the small fanners' technology. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
13 
14 
15 
16 
17 
U 
18 
l_l 
19 
u 
20 
l_l 
21 
16. Most agricultural professionals conduct research and assistance 
efforts as if they laiow everything and their clients nothing. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 I I 
17. Knowledgeable rural people are disregarded, despised and 
demoralized by urban commercial and professional values, 
interests, and power. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
22 
23 
18. Small farmers are, after all, professionals. They cannot 
afford not to be. And as professionals they have much to teach. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 I I 
19. Small farmers do not lack brains, only opportunities. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
24 
25 
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Strongly Slightly Slightly Strongly 
disagree disagree disagree undecided agree agree agree 
4 f- h 1- 1 1 + 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
20. Effective interaction between outsiders and small farmers 
requires reversals in professional values and forms of thinking 
and acting. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 I I 
21. Only by working with the small farmers and rural people 
to know what they think, their beliefs, their experiences and 
aspirations, will be able to formulate sound projects in each 
community as part of the national project. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
26 
27 
22. The regional centers of the Colegio de Postgraduados constitute 
the natural laboratory in which the institution learns by making 
research, teaching, training, and giving services. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 I I 
23. The re^onal centers constitute the means by which die 
institution establishes dynamic relations between the educational 
function and the agricultural and rural problems in the area. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
24. The activities in the regional centers make possible educational 
feedback, which is understood as the possibility of incorporating 
new theoretical, conceptual, and méthodologie^ elements to the 
programs of study. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
25. The Colegio de Postgraduados should emphasize more 
research, extension and services in areas where the majority 
of people are poor and small scale farmers. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
28 
29 
30 
31 
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Part 2. The following questions are related to your familiarity and/or participation 
in the regional centers. Please check (V) in the space that you chose. 
1. How familiar are you with the regional centers of the Colegio de Postgraduados? 
CEICADAR CREZAS CRECIDATH CEICADES 
(1) (2) (3) (4) 
a) unfamiliar l_l_l_l I 
7 10 
b) slightly familiar l_l_l I I 
11 14 
c) familiar 
15 18 
d) very familiar I I I I I 
(If you are not familiar with at least one of the regional center, 19 22 
please skip to the question 8) 
2. How frequently did you participate in the regional centers? 
CEICADAR CREZAS CRECIDATH CEICADES 
(1) (2) (3) (4) 
a) never l_l_l l_l 
23 26 
b) rarely i_l_l I I 
27 30 
c) sometimes I I I I I 
31 34 
d) frequent I I I I I 
35 38 
e) very frequent 1 1 1 1 1 
39 42 
3. What kind of activity(es) did you cany out? 
CEICADAR CREZAS CRECIDATH CEICADES 
(1) (2) (3) (4) 
a) research I I I I 1 
43 46 
b) teaching l_l_l_l_l 
47 50 
51 54 
55 58 
c) training 
d) extension I. 
e) other 
please specify 59 62 
4. How did you participate in the regional centers? 
CEICADAR CREZAS CRECIDATH CEICADES 
(1) (2) (3) (4) 
a) conducting research, 
training, or extension 
projects l_l_l_l_l 
63 66 
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CEICADAR CREZAS CRECEDATH CEICADES 
(1) (2) (3) (4) 
b) advising research or 
extension projects 1 I I I I 
67 70 
c) working through a 
interdisciplinary team I I I I I 
71 74 
d) teaching or/and training I I I I 1 
75 78 
e) other l_l_l l_l 
please specify 79 82 
5. Who was or were involved in the activities or project(s) that you carried out? 
a) faculties from 
regional centers 
b) faculties from campus 
c) people from other 
institutions 
d) farmers 
e) students of the Colegio 
f) students from other instit 
CEICADAR CREZAS CRECIDATH CEICADES 
(1) (2) (3) (4) 
7 
11 
15 
_L 
19 
10 
Ï4 
18 
22 
26 23 
_l 
27 30 
6. To what extent did the activities that you developed in the rerional centers affect your personal 
characteristics and professional competency? Please check (^) in the space that you chose. 
a) gained practical experience 
b) gained understanding on agricultural 
problems of the region 
c) gained understanding of socioeconomic 
problems of the re^on 
d) gained understanding of ecological 
problems of the re^on 
e) gained methodological experience to 
solve problems 
f) changed attitudes 
g) changed forms of thinking 
h) changed forms of acting 
i) Changed attitudes toward campesinos 
nothing slightly regularly strongly 
(1) (2) (3) (4) 
31 
% 
33 
34 
35 
36 
37 
38 
_l 
39 
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7. How useful were the acquired experience and knowledge in the regional centers to improve your 
academic activities? 
Nothing slighdy regularly very 
useful useful useful useful 
(1) (2) (3) (4) 
a) to improve course content I I 
40 
b) to create new course(s) 1 I 
c) to improve teaching-learning methods 
d) to improve research methods 
e) to improve extension methods l_ 
44 
f) to priorise research areas l_ 
41 
l_ 
42 
l_ 
43 
g) to improve plan of studies 
45 
46 
h) to improve objectives of programs I 
i) to improve philosophy and mission of 47 
the institution 
48 
8. If you teach any course(s), how often do you review it (them)? 
a) each semester d) each three or four yeras 
b) each year e) rarely 
c) each two years f) never I I 
49 
9. Why did you not participate in academic activities in the regional centers? Please rate your 
answers using the following response category. Circle "1" in front of the statement if you 
strongly disagree with the statement. Circle "7" in front of the statement if you strongly 
agree witii the statement. Circle any number from 1 to 7 to reflect your perception on the 
statements. 
Strongly Slightly Slightly Strongly 
disagree disagree disagree undecided agree agree agree 
-+ 
2 3 4 5 6 7 
a) lack of institutional resources 1234567 I 
50 
b) lack of institutional incentives 1234567 1 
c) lack of communication among faculty members 51 
w o r k i n g  o n  c a m p u s  1 2 3 4 5 6 7  1  
d) lack of communication among campus and 52 
r e g i o n a l  c e n t e r  f a c u l t y  1  2 3 4 5 6 7  1  
53 
e) full time teaching 1234567 1 
f) conducting or participating in projects 54 
d i f f e r e n t  f r o m  r e g i o n a l  c e n t e r s  1  2 3 4 5 6 7  1  
55 
g) lack of personal interest 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 1 
56 
h) Other reasons 1 234567 1 
please specify 57 
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10. Please briefly make your suggestions for improving linkages between the campus and regional 
centers. 
Part 3. Please answer the following questions. 
5. What is your current position? 
a) professor investigador titular d) Investigador adjunto 
b) professor investigador adjunto ej Investigador auxiliar 
c) Investigador docente f) Other. 
6. How many years have you been working in the Colegio de Postgraduados? 
years 
7. What percentage of your time is devoted to: 
l_l_l 
58 59 
1. How old are you? I I 
7 
2. What is your sex? Male Female I I 
8 
3. Please write your assigned center. I I 
9 
4. What is the highest academic degree? 
a) bachelor's c) doctorate 
b) master' d) other I I 
please specify 10 
Please specify 11 
12 
a) research % I I I 
15 16 
b) teaching % I I I 
17 18 
c) extension or service % I 1 I 
19 20 
d) administration % I I I 
21 22 
e) other % 1 I I 
please specify 23 24 
8. Approximately how many research articles have you published in the last 10 years? 
25 26 
9. Approximately how many extension or other type of articles have you published in the last 10 
years? . I I I 
27 28 
10. Approximately how many pedagogical or methodological materials have you writen for 
academic purposes in the last 10 years? . I I I 
29 30 
11. How many books have you authored or coauthored? . I I I 
31 32 
Thank you very much 
Your help will be of great value 
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Part 2. The following questions are related to your activities in the regional 
center. Please check (V) the option that you chose. 
1. What activity(es) do you usually carry out in the regional center? 
a) research I I d) extension/service i I 
7 10 
b) teaching I I e) planning/ evaluating projects I I 
8 11 
c) training I I f) others I I 
9 please specify 12 
2. Who were usually involved in the projects of research, training, extension or other activities that 
you carried out? 
research training extension other 
(1) (2) (3) (4) 
a) faculty members from 
regional centers I I I I 
b) faculty members working 13 16 
on campus l_l. 
17 20 
c) personnel from other institutions 1 I I I 
21 24 
d) farmers I l_ 
d) students of the Colegio de 25 
Postgraduados 
28 
,l_ 
32 29 
e) students of other institutions I I 
33 36 
e) Others 
please specify 37 40 
3. To what extent did the activities that you carried out in the regional centers affect your attitudes 
and/or professional competency? 
nothing slightly regularly strongly 
(1) (2) (3) (4) 
a) gained practical experience I 
41 
b) gained understanding of agricultural 
problems of the repon I 
c) gained understanding of socioeconomic 42 
problems of the region 1 
d) gained understanding of ecological and 43 
environmental problems of the region I 
e) gained methodological experiences 44 
to solve problems 
f) changed attitudes 
g) changed forms of thinking 
h) changed forms of acting 
i) other 
45 
l_ 
46 
47 
l_ 
48 
please specify 49 
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4. How frequent do you communicate with faculty members working on campus and in the other 
regional centers? 
Campus Faculty from other 
faculty regional centers 
(1) (2) 
a) never I. 
50 
l_ 
52 
b) rarely 
c) sometimes l_ 
54 
d) frequently l_ 
56 
e) very frequent I. 
_l 
51 
_l 
53 
_l 
55 
_l 
57 
58 59 
5. How frequently did campus faculty participate in your regional center? 
never rarely sometimes frequently very frequently 
(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) 
a) research I I 
60 
b) training I I 
61 
c) extension/service I I 
62 
d) other l_l 
63 
6) If campus faculty participated in the regional center, how important was that participation for 
your center? 
no slightly very 
important important important important 
(1) (2) (3) (4) 
a) reserach I I 
7 
b) training l_l 
8 
c) extension/service I I 
9 
d) other I I 
please specify 10 
7. How frequently did you participate in academic activities on campus? 
never rarely sometimes frequentiy very frequently 
(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) 
a) teaching l_l 
11 
b) research I I 
12 
c) extension/service I I 
13 
d) other i I 
Please specify 14 
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8. Why have you not participated in academic activities on campus? Please rate your answers using 
the following response category. Circle "1" in front of the statement if you strongly disagree 
with the statement. Circle "7" in front of the statement if you strongly agree with the 
statement. Circle any number from 1 to 7 to reflect your perception on the statements. 
strongly slightly slightly strongly 
disagree disagree disagree undecided agree agree agree 
H H 1 (. 1 1 H 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
a) lack of institutional resources 
b) lack of institutional support and incentives 
c) lack of communication among regional 
center faculty 
d) lack of communication among campus and 
regional centers 
e) full time activities in the regional center 
f) little personal interest 
g) other 
please specify 
9. Below are 6 statements regarding the functions of regional centers of the Colegio de 
Postgraduados. Please respond the question using the following scale of categories. Circle "1" 
in front of the statement if you strongly disagree with the statement. Circle "7" in front of the 
statement if you strongly agree with the statement. Circle any number from 1 to 7 to reflect your 
perception on the statements. 
strongly slightly slightly strongly 
disagree disagree disagree undecided agree agree agree 
4 h 1 h 1 h h 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
a. The regional centers generate agricultural technology which 
is appropriate to the ecological and socioeconomic conditions 
of the region. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 I I 
2 3 4 5 6 7 
15 
2 3 4 5 6 7 
16 
2 3 4 5 6 7 l_ 
17 
2 3 4 5 6 7 
18 
2 3 4 5 6 7 
19 
2 3 4 5 6 7 
20 
2 3 4 5 6 7 
21 
b. The technology generated in the regional centers is divulged 
to the farmers through an adequate program of difussion. 1 2 3 4 5 6 71 
22 
23 
c. In the region faculty personnel work in close contact with 
farmers and personnel from institutions of services. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 1 I 
d. The regional center carries out evaluations of its programs to 
know the achievements and the impact and identify the obstacles 
in order to correct them. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
e. The regional center designs programs, generates and tests 
knowl&Ige of strategies to promote agricultural and rural 
development. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
24 
25 
26 
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strongly slightly slightly strongly 
disagree disagree disagree undecided agree agree agree 
-f— ——+ H I 4- — f. 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
f. The regional centers train agricultural technicians and 
professionals using the knowledge and methodology generated 
in the regional centers. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 I I 
27 
10. Please briefly nuke your suggestions for improving linkage between campus and regional 
centers. 
Part 3. Please answer the following questions. 
1. How old are you? 
2. What is your sex? Male 
3. What is your regional center? 
a) CEICADAR 
b) CREZAS 
Female 
c) CRECDDATH 
d)CEICADES 
4. What is the highest academic degree you have earned? 
a) bachelor's 
b) master' 
5. What is your current position? 
a) professor investigador titular 
b) professor investigador adjunto 
c) Investigador docente 
c) doctorate 
d) other 
please specify 
d) Investigador adjunto 
e)Investigador auxiliar 
f)Othe r 
Please specify 
6. How many years have you been working in the Colegio de Postgraduados?. 
7. What percentage of your time is devoted to: 
a) research % 
b) teaching % 
c) extension or service % 
d) administration % 
e) other % 
l_l_l 
28 29 
U_1 
7 8 
10 
11 
l_l 
12 
please specify 
l_l_l 
13 14 
15 16 
l_l_l 
17 18 
l_l_l 
19 20 
21 22 
l_l_l 
23 24 
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Before answering the following questions, please read them carefully. 
8. Approximately how many research articles have you published in the last 10 years? 
• l_l_l 
25 26 
9. Approximately how many extension or other type of articles have you published in the 
last 10 years? 
10. Approximately how many pedagogical or methodological materials have you writen for 
academic purposes in the last 10 years? 
11. How many books have you authored or coauthored? 
I_l_l 
27 28 
l_l_l 
29 30 
l_l_l 
31 32 
THANK YOU VERY MUCH, 
YOUR HELP WILL BE OF GREAT VALUE 
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IOWA STATE UNIVERSITY 
( I i M I i N •: i- A \ I ) ! i ! I \ • 1C, \ 
r 
June 5, 1992 
Dear Student: 
How could the Colegio de Postgraduados effectively attend the educational needs 
for agricultural and rural development has been the constant concern of faculty ard 
committee board members. In fact, since 1976 four regional centers were createa 
with the purpose of linking the principal functions of teaching, research and 
services with the agricultural regional problems. Certainly, those regional comers 
have generated interesting regional experiences, yet it is still unknown how those 
regional experiences have contributed to the progress of 'he rd tca^icnal function 
of the institution. We are conducting a r^seurci' projioi :c ^earr rocut 'he effect of 
the experiences cf the regional centers in .ne eaucaiionai functi -n of the C )i&gio 
de Postgraduados. 
As member of the Colegio de Postgraduados, your name was selected in a random 
sample to participate in a survey of faculty members working on campus and 'n the 
regional centers and of students currently registered. We need yo'.ir helo! 
The enclosed questionnaire asks you for information about your activities as a 
student of the Colegio de Postgraduados. You also will be asked to rate various 
statements on the concepts, principles, and philosophy of agricultural education. 
To complete the questionnaire will take you approximately 30 minutes Information 
gathered from this study could be used as a catalyst for discussion and action 
regarding the strengths and weaknesses of the institution and the role of the 
regional centers in the educational function of the Colegio de Postgraduados. 
Responses to this survey will be kept in strict confidence. We are interested in only 
the group data for use in statistical procedures. There will be no use of individual 
data. The code in your survey is only for facilitating data processing. The success of 
this survey depends, in great part, upon your accurate response. If you do not wish 
to participate in the survey, please return the blank survey form. 
Thank you for your assistance with this research project. 
Sincerely: 
• I uJu-^  LJ a. 
yr. Julia A. Gamon 
Associate Professor 
/ L 
AnibaitJuispe Limaylla 
Graduate student 
203 
Part 2. The following questions are related to the educational performance in 
the Colegio de Postgraduados. 
We would like your perception on the educational performance in your center or program. Please 
indicate how you agree or disagree with each of the following statements. For your responses, 
please use the following scale. Circle "1" in front of the statement if you strongly disagree with 
the statement. Circle "7" if you strongly agree with the statement. Circle any number from 1 to 7 
to reflect your perception on the statements. 
strongly slightly slightly strongly 
disagree disagree disagree undecided agree agree agree 
4 — —-f— f t ——— ( ———f —-—-——f-
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
1. Teaching and learning, 
a) is based on lectures and profesor presentation 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
b) mostly take place in classroom and laboratories 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
c) use problem-solving techniques 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
d) combine methods of lecture, teamwork, 9 
use of audiovisuals, laboratory practices, 
and field trips. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
e) keep balance between theory and practice 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
f) encourage students' participation in classes 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
U 
g) encourage students' creativity 
2. The content of courses 
a) relates to agricultural and rural problems 
b) is appropriately well organized 
c) has clear objectives 
d) is relevant to student needs 
e) is continuously actualized 
f) is related to the content 
of other courses of the program 
3. The plan of study, 
a) is appropriately flexible 
b) keeps a balance among basic, applied, 
social, and methodological areas 
c) is organized according to student needs 
Countinue in the following page 
12 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
13 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
14 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
15 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 l_l 
16 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
17 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
18 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
19 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 l_l 
20 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 l_l 
21 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 l_l 
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d) considers students' profiles 
d) is annually reviewed 
4. The professors 
a) are qualified professionally 
b) have pedagogical experience 
c) are communicative 
d) are supportive to the students 
e) encourage students' progress 
5. The academic and social environment of the institution 
a) is socially and academically healthful 
b) invites students to participate in social 
and academic activities 
c) is based on fellowship and solidarity among 
students, staff, and faculty personnel 
c) is supported by strong leadership 
6. The preparation of students 
a) is solid and balanced 
b) permits graduates to have critical vision 
of agricultural and rural issues 
c) allows students to understand the 
principles and values of rural society 
Part 3. The questions of this part are related to your familiarity and participation 
in the regional centers. Please check(V) in the spaces that you selected for 
your responses. 
1. How familiar are you with the regional centers of the Colegio de Postgraduados? 
unfamiliar slighdy familiar famhiar very familiar 
(1) (2) (3) (4) 
a) CEICADAR 
b) CREZAS 
c) CRECEDATH 
d) CEICADES 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 l_l 
23 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 l_l 
24 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
25 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 l_l 
26 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 l_l 
27 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 l_l 
28 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 l_l 
29 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 l_l 
30 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 l_l 
31 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 l_l 
32 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 l_l 
33 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 l_l 
34 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 l_l 
35 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 l_l 
36 
37 
1 1 
38 
1 1 
~~ 39 
1 1 
40 
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2. How frequently did you visit or participate in the regional center? 
never rarely sometimes frequently very frequently 
(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) 
a) CEICADAR l_t 
41 
b) CREZAS l_l 
42 
c) CRECIDATH l_l 
43 
d) CEICADES l_l 
44 
3. How did you become familiar with the regional centers? 
CEICADAR CREZAS CRECIDATH CEICADES 
(1) (2) (3) (4) 
a) by study trip I I 1 I I 
7 10 
b) by doing research I 1 I I I 
11 14 
c) by doing extension or service I I I I I 
15 18 
d) by field practice I I I I I 
19 22 
e) by other forms l_l l_l I 
please specify 23 26 
4. Please make your suggestions for improving linkages among campus and regional centers 
Part 4. Please respond to the following questions. 
1. How old are you? 
2. What is your sex? a) male b) female. 
3. Where are you from? 
a) Mexico 
b) Central America 
c) South America 
4. What degree are you pursuing? a) Master's. 
5. What is your center or program? 
6. When did you start your study program?. 
7.Please indicate your area of experience. 
a) teaching 
b) research 
c) extension 
d) Caribbean 
e) Other 
Please specify 
b) Ph. D. 
d) administrattion 
e) other 
please specify 
THANK YOU FOR YOUR COOPERATION 
27 28 
l_u 
29 30 
l_l 
31 
l_l 
32 
33 
l_l_l 
34 35 
l_l 
36 
37 38 
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APPENDIX B. QUESTIONNAIRES AND COVER LETTERS IN SPANISH 
1. Campus Faculty 
2. Regional Center Faculty 
3. Students 
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IOWA STATE UNIVERSITY 
() I- s  (  I t  N  (, E A N D  T  t  C  H N  O  L O  G  Y  
Department of Agricultural Education and Studies 
201 Curtiss Hall 
Ames. Iowa 50011-1050 
Administration and Graduate ftograms 515 ag4-s> 
Research and Extension ftograiTi?- 515 294-587; 
L'ndergraduate Programs 515 294-6924 
Junio 3,1992 
Estimado miembro del personal académico del Colegio de Postgraduados: 
Los suscritos estamos llevando a cabo un proyecto de investigacion para conocer el efecto 
de las expenencias de los centros régionales en la funcion educativa del Colegio de 
Postgraduados. Como el Colegio de Postgraduados pudiera atender mas efectivamente las 
necesidades educativas para el desarrollo agricola y rural, ha sido una constante 
preocupacion por parte de sus autoridades y personal académico. Es el caso que desde 
1976, cuatro centros régionales fueron creados con el proposito de vincular las funciones 
principales de ensenanza, investi gaciôn y servicios con los problemas del campo y ser asi 
mas efectivo en su mision educativa. Ciertamente, los centros régionales han generado 
interesantes experiencias régionales, sin embargo es aùn desconocido cômo esas 
experiencias han contribuido al progreso de la funcidn educativa de la instituciôn. 
Su nombre, como miembro del Colegio del Colegio de Postgraduados, ha sido 
seleccionado en un muestreo al azar para participar en una encuesta de académicos de los 
centros en la sede, régionales y estudiantes. Su colaboraciôn es requerida contestando el 
cuestionario adjunto; en el cual se pregunta a usted por informaciôn acerca de sus 
actividades como miembro del Colegio de Postgraduados. El cuestionario también tiene 
preguntas para que usted juzgue, segùn su percepcidn, sobre algunos enunciados en 
relaciôn a aspectos de educaciôn agricola. Contestar el cuestionario le tomarâ 
aproximadamente 30 minutos. La informaciôn obtenida de este estudio se estima que sera 
de utilidad para la instituciôn y sus centros régionales. 
Las respuestas de esta encuesta sera mantenida bajo la mayor reserva; no habrâ uso de 
datos individuales. El côdigo en su cuestionario es sôlo para facilitar el procesamiento de 
los datos. El éxito de esta encuesta depende, en gran parte, en sus sinceras respuestas. Si 
usted no desea participar en esta encuesta, le agradeceré se sirva regresar el cuestionario. 
Agradecemos a usted por anticipado su valiosa colaboraciôn en este estudio. 
Muy atentamente; 
Anfbal Quispe Limaylla 
Estudiante Graduado 
Julia A. Gamon 
Profesora Asociada 
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Cuestionario para identificar el impacto de las experiencias de los 
centros regionales en la funciôn educativa 
del Colegio de Postgraduados 
Primera parte. Esta parte es para identificar su percepciôn respecto a algunos 
conceptos, principios y pensamientos sobre educaciôn agricola. 
A continuaciôn hay 25 enunciados sobre educaciôn agrfcola-^Cudl es su percepciôn sobre cada uno de 
los enunciados? Si usted estâ completamente en desacuerdo con el enunciado encierre en un circulo el 
numéro 1 en frente de él. Si usted estâ completamente de acuerdo con el enunciado encierre en un 
cfirculo el numéro 7. Encierre en un cfrculo cualquiera de los numéros del 1 al 7 de tal modo que su 
respuesta refleje su percepciôn sobre cada enunciado. 
Completamente en Ugeramente ligeramente de completamente 
en desacuerdo desacuerdo en desacuerdo indeciso de acuerdo acuerdo de acuerdo 
4 1 1 1 1 H h 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Por favor sîentase en libertad de hacer cualquier observaciôn en 
los espacios en bianco entre las preguntas o al reverso de la hoja. 
oo oo oo oo oo oo oo oo oo oo oo oo oo oo oo oo oo oo oo oo oo oo oo oo oo oo oo oo oo oo oo oo oo oo oo oo oo oo oo oo oo oo oo oo oo oo oo oo 
EJEMPLO: 
Los educadores de las ciencias agropecuarias deben 
promover un efîciente, sostenible y productivo sistema 
de agricultura. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
oo oo oo oo oo oo oo oo oo oo oo oo oo oo oo oo oo oo oo oo oo oo oo oo oo oo oo oo oo oo oo oo oo oo oo oo oo oo oo oo oo oo oo oo oo oo oo oo 
1. Los aspectos de investigaciôn y servicios ayudan a establecer 
el sentido de las instituciones de educaciôn agricola tal como 
lo hace la ensenanza. Ninguno de los très podria ser asi sôlido 
sin los otros dos. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 I .1 
2. La ensenanza debe estar basada en el trabajo de investigaciôn 
por el profesor. El resultado de dicho trabajo, el conocimiento 
generado y la experiencia adquirida debieran constituir el ma­
terial de ensenanza y el contenido a ser impartido. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
7 
8 
3. La ensenanza es estéril sin la influencia revitalizada del nuevo 
conocimiento descubierto. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 I I 
9 
4. El proceso de ensefianza-aprendizaje debe ser Uevada a cabo a 
través de la integraciôn de la teona y la prâctica, en la cual el 
educador y el educando interactuen a través de la participaciôn y 
el diâlogo y reflexionen sobre la realidad social y agropecuaria. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 I I 
10 
5. El proceso de ensefianza-aprendizaje debe Uevarse a cabo en las 
aulas, con libros y profesores, en el campo, a través de la prâc-
tica, con los campesinos. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 I I 
11 
6. El invesrigador sin sufîciente informaciôn acerca de los agricul-
tores, su ambiente y sus problemas, carece de visiôn y panorama. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 I I 
12 
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Completamente en ligeramente 
en desacuerdo desacuerdo en desacuerdo indeciso 
+ + + + 
12 3 4 
Continua en la siguiente pâgina 
ligeramente de completamente 
de acuerdo acuerdo de acuerdo 
+ + + 
5 6 7 
7. El educador de las ciencias agropecuarias juega un papel 
mucho mas amplio que un simple diseminador de infor-
maciôn, por lo que él o élla debe poseer mâs que una 
serie de conocimientos tecnologicos. 
8. Las instituciones de educaciôn agncola debenan contribuir 
importantemente al decubrimiento de fiaturas prâcticas agri-
colas, las cuales sean socialmente deseables, culturalmente 
factibles y éticamente defendibles. 
9. Esfuerzos interdisciplinarios, incluyendo a los agricultores, 
son requeridos para diagnosticar los problemas y las nece-
sidades de los agricultores y disenar y probar posibles 
soluciones. 
10. La funciôn educativa serâ mâs efectiva si las instituciones 
de educaciôn agncola participan directamente en programas 
de desarrollo agricola y rural. 
11. Un nuevo profesional de las ciencias agropecuarias debiera 
ser no sôlo un cuadro técnico, sino un agente de cambio y un 
profesional con mentalidad cientifica, capaz de criticar las 
acciones de organizaciones y sugerir innovadoras formas de 
operar esas acciones. 
12. Si el profesional agropecuario no entiende los problemas de 
desarrollo agricola y rural, él o élla nunca corregirâ su forma 
de actuar y trabajar. 
13. El profesional agropecuario debe ser calificado en lo social, 
técnico y cientifico. 
14. El desarrollo de la formaciôn profesional agricola en los 
pafses en desarrollo sufre de un cerrado complejo de supe-
rioridad con respecto a los pequenos agricultores. 
15. La mayoria de los profesionales de las ciencias agropecua­
rias creen que la tecnologia modema es infimtamente supe­
rior que la tecnologia de los campesinos. 
16. La mayoria de los profesionales de las ciencias agropecua­
rias conducen investigaciones y asistencia técnica como si 
ellos conocieran todo y los campesinos nada. 
17. Los conocimientos de la gente del campo no son tornados 
en cuenta, son desdenados y menospreciados por los valores 
comerciales y profesionales, por intereses y poder de la gente 
de la ciudad. 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
13 
14 
15 
l_l 
16 
17 
18 
19 
20 
21 
22 
23 
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Continua en la siguiente pagina 
Completamente en ligeramente ligeramente de completamente 
en desacuerdo desacuerdo en desacuerdo indeciso de acuerdo acuerdo de acuerdo 
4 1 1 1 1 1 1-
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
18. Los campesinos son, después de todo, profesionales. Aunque 
ellos no lo demuestran de ser asi, ellos como profesionales 
tienen mucho que ensenar. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 I I 
24 
19. Los campesinos no carecen de inteligencia, sôlo de oportuni-
dades. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 I I 
25 
20. Para una efectiva interacciôn entre los profesionales y campe­
sinos se requieren cambios en los valores profesionales y for­
mas de pensar y actuar. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 I I 
26 
21. Sôlo trabajando con los pequenos agricultores y la gente del 
campo para conocer lo que ellos piensan, sus creencias, sus 
experiencias y aspiraciones, los profesionales serân capaces 
de formular proyectos vâlidos en cada comunidad. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 I I 
27 
22. Los centros régionales del Colegio de Postgraduados son 
como laboratorios naturales en los cuales la institucién 
aprende haciendo investigacidn, impartiendo ensenanza y 
capacitaciôn y ofireciendo servicios. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 I I 
28 
23. Los centros régionales del Colegio de Postgraduados consti-
tuyen el medio per el cual la institucidn establece relaciones 
dinâmicas entre la fiinciôn educativa y los problemas agrope-
cuarias y rurales en las regiones. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 I I 
29 
24. Las actividades en los centros régionales hacen posible una 
retroalimentaciôn educativa, entendida ésta como la posibili-
dad de incorporar nuevos elementos conceptuales, teoricos y 
metodolôlgicos a los programas de estudio. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 I I 
30 
25. El Colegio de Postgraduados debiera enfatizar sus esfuerzos 
de investigacidn, capacitaciôn y servicios en âreas donde la 
mayorfa de la gente son pequenos agricultores y con escaso 
recursos. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 I I 
31 
I I I I 
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Segunda parte. Las siguientes preguntas estan relacionadas a su familiaridad y/o 
participaciôn en los centres régionales y a sus actividades académicas en el Colegio 
de Postgraduados. Marque (V) en el espacio de respuesta que usted elija. 
1. i,Qué tan familiarizado estâ usted con los centros régionales del Colegio de Postgraduados? 
CEICADAR CREZAS CRECIDATH CEICADES 
(1) (2) (3) (4) 
a) nada familiarizado I I I I I 
7 10 
b) poco familiarizado I I I I I 
11 14 
c) regularmente familiarizado I I I I I 
15 18 
d) muy familiarizado I I I I I 
(Si usted no esté familiarizado a ninguno de los centros régionales, 19 22 
por favor pase a la pregunta No. 8) 
2. Si usted està familiarizado al menos a un centre regional, ^qué tan frecuente ha participado en 
actividades académicas? 
CEICADAR CREZAS CRECIDATH CEICADES 
U) O) (3) (4) 
a) nunca 1 1 I I I 
23 26 
b) muy pocas veces I I I I I 
27 30 
c) algunas veces I I I I I 
31 34 
d) frecuente I I I I I 
35 38 
e) muy frequente I I I I I 
39 42 
3. i,Qué tipo de actividades usted ha desanollado en los centros régionales del Colegio de 
Postgraduados? 
CEICADAR CREZAS CRECIDATH CEICADES 
(1) (2) (3) (4) 
a) investigaciôn 
b)ensenanza 
c) capacitacidn 
d) servicios 
e) otros 
43 
_L 
47 
_L 
51 
_l_ 
55 
46 
_l 
50 
_l 
54 
_l 
58 
por favor especifique 59 62 
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4. ^En que forma usted ha participado en los centros régionales? 
CEICADAR CREZAS CRECIDATH CEICADES 
(1) (2) (3) (4) 
a) dingiendo proyectos de 
investigaciôn, capacitacidn 
y/o desarrollo agropecuaria. 
b) asesorando proyectos 
c) trabajando en un equipo 
interdisciplinario 
d) impartiendo cursos y/o 
plàticas 
e) otros 
63 
_L 
67 
71 
POT ÊIVOT especifique 
5. En el (los) proyecto(s) que usted ha participado, ^quiénes otros ban sido involucrados? 
J_ 
[ 
_l. 
75 
_1_ 
79 
66 
_l 
70 
_l 
74 
_l 
78 
_l 
82 
a) solo personal del centro 
regional 
b) personal de los centros en 
la sede 
c) personal de otras institu-
ciones 
d) agricultores 
e) estudiantes del Colegio de 
Post^aduados 
f) estudiantes de otras institu-
ciones 
CEICADAR CREZAS CRECIDATH CEICADES 
(1) (2) (3) (4) 
7 
1 1 
10 
1 1 
11 
1 1 
14 
1 1 
15 
1 1 
18 
1 1 
19 
1 1 
22 
1 1 
Y3~ 26 
27 30 
6. i,En que medida las actividades que usted ha desarrollado en los centros regionales han influido en 
su actitud y/o calidad profesional? Marque (V) en el espacio de la respuesta que usted eligiô. 
a) adquiriô experiencia prâctica 
b) lo^ entender los problemas agropecuarias 
de la regiôn 
c) lognS entender los problemas socioecon6-
micos de la regiôn 
d) logrô entender los problemas ecolôgicos y 
m^oambientales de la regiôn 
e) adquiriô experiencia metodolôgica en abordar 
y resolver los problemas 
f) experimentô cambios en su actitud como pro­
fesional de las ciencias agropecuarias 
nada 
(1) 
ligera- regular- considera-
mente mente blemente 
(2) (3) (4) 
Continua en la siguiente pâgina 
I I I I I 
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nada ligera- regular- considera-
mente mente blemente 
(1) (2) (3) (4) 
g) experimentô cambios en su forma de pensai I I 
37 
h) experimentô cambios en su forma de actuar I I 
i) experimentô cambios en su actitud hacia los 38 
campesinos I I 
7. ^En qué aspectos y en qué grado la experiencia y los conocimientos adquiridos, asi como los 
cambios que usted ha experimentado en el o los centro(s) regional(es) ban sido utiles en su 
actividad académica? Marque (V) en los espacios de la respuesta que usted eligiô. 
39 
a) mejorar el contenido de los cursos 
b) crear nuevos cursos 
c) mejorar métodos de ensenanza 
d) mejorar métodos y técnicas de investigaciôn 
e) mejorar métodos y técnicas de extensiôn o servicio 
f) priorizar areas de investigaciôn 
ninguna poca regular gran 
utilidad utilidad udlidad utilidad 
(1) (2) (3) (4) 
g) entender y mejorar los planes de estudio 
h) entender y mejorar los objetivos del centro o pro-
grama 
i) entender y mejorar la filosoffa y misiôn de la insti-
tuciôn 
48 
8. Si usted imparte clases en el Colegio de Postgraduados, ^con qué frecuencia actualiza el contenido 
del o los curso(s)? 
a) cada semestre e) cada cuatro o mis anos 
b) cada ano f) casi nunca 
c) cada dos anos g) nunca 
d) cada très afios I I 
49 
I_L_LJ_J_I_I 
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9. i,Por qué usted no ha participado en actividades académicas en los centres régionales del Colegio 
de Postgraduados? 
A continuaciôn hay una relacién de posibles respuestas. For favor responda la pregunta usando la 
siguiente escala de valores. Si usted estâ completamente en desacuerdo con el enunciado, encierre 
en un circulo el numéro 1 en frente del enunciado. Si usted esta completamente de acuerdo con el 
enunciado encierre en un cûculo el numéro 7. Encierre en un circulo cualquiera de los numéros del 
1 al 7 de tal modo que su respuesta refleje su percepcion en el enunciado. 
Completamente en ligeramente ligeramente de completamente 
en desacuerdo desacuerdo en desacuerdo indeciso de acuerdo acuerdo de acuerdo 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
a) falta de recursos de la institucién 
b) falta de incentivo institucional 
c) falta de comunicacion entre los miembros del personal 
académico de los centres en la sede 
d) falta de comunicacion entre el personal académico de 
los centres en la sede y el de los centres régionales 
e) falta de tiempo por estar dedicado a la ensenanza de 
tiempo completo en el Colegio de Postgraduados 
f) conduce preyectos de investigaciôn o servicios en 
otras âreas diferente de los centres régionales 
g) poco interés personal 
h) otros motivos 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 l_l 
50 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
51 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
52 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
53 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
54 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
55 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
56 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
57 por favor especifîque 
10. ^Cuâles senan sus sugerencias para reforzar la vinculacion entre los centres de la sede y los 
centros régionales? 
58 59 
Tercera parte. For favor responda las siguientes preguntas 
1. ^Cuâl es su edad? anos I I I 
7 8 
2. ^Cual es su sexo? a) masculino b) femenino I I 
3. qué centro o programa del Colegio de Postgraduados usted estâ adscrito? 
9 
10 
4. ^Cual es el mâs alto grado académico que usted posee? 
a) licenciatura c) doctorado 
b) maestrfa d) otro I I 
11 
J_l I I 
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5. iCual es su actual categoria académica en el Colegio de Postgraduados? 
a) Profesor investigador titular d) Investigador adjunto 
b) Profesor investigador adjunto e) Investigador auxiliar 
c) Investigador docente f) otro I I 
por favor especifique 12 
6. ^Cuantos anos viene usted trabajando en el Colegio de Postgraduados? 
anos. I I I 
13 14 
7. ^Aproximadamente qué porcentaje de su tiempo dedica usted a: 
a) ensenanza % I I I 
15 16 
b) investigaciÔQ % I I I 
17 18 
c) extension o servicios % 1 I I 
19 20 
d) administraciôn % I I I 
21 22 
e) otro % I I I 
por favor especifique 23 24 
Antes de responder las siguientes preguntas por favor leelas con mucha atenciôn. 
8. Aproximadamente ^cuântos artfculos de investigacién ha publicado usted en los ultimos 10 anos? 
• l_l_l 
25 26 
9. Aproximadamente ^cuântos artfculos de divulgaciôn ha publicado usted en los ultimos 10 anos? 
. U_l 
27 28 
10. Aproximadamente cuântos artfculos,documentes, materiales de ensenanza, etc. ha escrito usted 
con fines académicos (sin incluir los artfculos publicados)? 
. I_l_l 
29 30 
11. De cuântos Ubros es usted autor o coautor? 
31 
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Segunda parte. Las siguientes preguntas estàn relacionadas a sus actividades 
académlcas en el centro regional donde usted trabaja. Marque (V) en el espacio de su 
respuesta elegida. 
1. iQué actividades usted usualmente lleva a cabo en su centro regional? 
a) investigaciôn I I d) extensiôn y/o servicio I I 
7 10 
b) capacitacion I I e) planeaciôn y/o evaluacion 
8 de proyectos I I 
c) ensenanza I I n 
9 f)otros I I 
por favor especifique 12 
2. En los proyectos de investigaciôn, capacitaciôn, divulgaciôn, etc. que ustedes desanollan, 
^quiénes son usualmente involucrados? 
Investi- capaci- divul- otras 
gaciôn taciôn gaciôn actividades 
(1) (2) (3) (4) 
a) sôlo personal del centro 
regional 
b) personal de los centros en 
la sede 
c) personal de otras institu-
ciones 
d) agricultores 
e) estudiantes del Colegio de 
Post^aduados 
f) estudiantes de otras institu-
ciones 
g) otros 
_L 
13 
_l_ 
17 
_L 
21 
_L 
25 
_l 
29 
_I_ 
33 
I 
16 
l_ 
20 
J_ 
24 
J_ 
28 
l_ 
32 
l_ 
36 
por favor especifique 37 40 
3. ^En qué medida las actividades que usted ha desarrollado en los centros régionales han influido en 
su actitud y/o competencia profesional? 
nada ligera- regular- considera-
a) adquiriô experiencia prâctica 
b) lo^ entender los problemas agropecuarias 
de la regidn 
c) lognS entender los problemas socioeconô-
micos de la regiôn 
d) logrô entender los problemas ecolôgicos y 
mWioambientales de la regidn 
e) adquiriô experiencia metodolôgica en abordar 
y resolver los problemas 
f) experimentô cambios en su actitud como pro­
fesional de las ciencias agropecuarias 
mente mente blemente 
(1) (2) (3) (4) 
41 
43 
# 
45 
Continua en la siguiente pâgina 
I_l L_L ^1 
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nada ligera- regular- considera-
mente mente blemente 
(1) (2) (3) (4) 
g) experimentô cambios en su forma de pensar I I 
h) experimentô cambios en su forma de actuar 
47 
i) experimentô cambios en su actitud hacia los 48 
campesinos I I 
49 
4.^Con qué frecuencia usted mantiene comunicaciôn con el personal académico de los centros en la 
sede y otros centros régionales? 
centros en otros centros 
la sede régionales 
(1) (2) 
a) nunca I l_ 
50 51 
b) muy pocas veces I I 
52 53 
c) a veces I I 
d)a menudo 
54 55 
56 57 
e) muy a menudo I 1 
58 59 
5. Con qué frecuencia miembros del personal académico de los centros en la sede participan en los 
proyectos y/o actividades académicas de su centro regional? 
nunca raras veces a veces a menudo muy a menudo 
(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) 
a) investigaciôn I I 
60 
b) capacitaciôn I 1 
61 
c) extensiôn o servicio I I 
62 
d) otro I I 
63 
6. Si hubo participaciôn del personal de los centros en la sede en proyectos o actividades académicas 
de su centro regional ^qué tan fhictifera ha sido dicha participaciôn? 
nada poco fhictifera muy 
fhictifera fhictifera fhictifera 
(1) (2) (3) (4) 
a) investigaciôn I I 
7 
_l 
8 
c) extensiôn o servicio I I 
9 
i_l 
10 
b) capacitaciôn 
r 
d) otro 
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7. Con que ftecuencia usted participa en actividades académicas en los centros en la sede? 
nunca rarasveces aveces amendu muyamenudo 
(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) 
a) ensenanza I I 
11 
b) investigacion 1 1 
12 
c) servicio I I 
13 
d) otro I I 
please specify 14 
8. Si usted no ha pardcipado en acdvidades académicas en los centros de la sede del Colegio de 
Postgraduados ^por qué no lo ha hecho? 
A continuaciôn hay una relaciôn de posibles respuestas. For favor responda la pregunta usando la 
siguiente escala de valores. Si usted estâ completamente en desacuerdo con el enunciado, encierre 
en un circulo el numéro 1 en frente del enunciado. Si usted estâ completamente de acuerdo con el 
enunciado encierre en un cûculo el numéro 7. Encierre en un ctrculo cualquiera de los numéros del 
1 al 7 de tal modo que su respuesta refleje su percepcidn en el enunciado. 
Completamente en ligeramente ligeramente de completamente 
en desacuerdo desacuerdo en desacuerdo indeciso de acuerdo acuerdo de acuerdo 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
a) falta de recursos de la instituciôn 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
b) falta de insentivo institucional 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
c) falta de comunicaciôn entre los miembros del personal 
académico del centro regional 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
d) falta de comunicaciôn entre el personal académico de 
los centros en la sede y el de los centros régionales 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
e) falta de tiempo por estar dedicado a actividades de 
tiempo completo en el centro regional 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
0 poco interés personal 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
15 
Tô 
17 
Ti 
T9 
20 
g) otros motivos 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
por favor especifique 21 
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9. A continuaciôn hay 6 enunciados en relaciôn a las funciones que realizan los centras régionales del 
Colegio de Postgraduados. Nosotros queremos conocer su percepciôn respecte a tales enunciados. 
Para su respuesta use la siguiente escala de valores para indicar su grado de concordancia o 
discrepancia sobre cada enunciado. Si usted estâ completamente en desacuerdo con el enunciado, 
encierre en un cûrculo el numéro 1 en frente del enunciado. Si usted esta completamente de acuerdo 
con el enunciado encierre en un cùculo el numéro 7. Encierre en un circulo cualquiera de los 
numéros del 1 al 7 de tal modo que su respuesta refleje su percepciôn sobre tal enunciado. 
Completamente en ligeramente ligeramente de completamente 
en desacuerdo desacuerdo en desacuerdo indeciso de acuerdo acuerdo de acuerdo 
H 1 1 1 1 1 1-
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
a) En los centros régionales se realiza investigaciôn para generar tecno-
logfa, la cual es apropiada a las condiciones ecolôgicas y socioeco-
némicas de la regiôn. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
b) En los centros régionales, a través de un adecuado programa de di-
fusiôn, se transmite la tecnologia generada a los agricultores. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
c) Los centros régionales llevan a cabo evaluaciones de sus programas 
para conocer sus logros e impacto e identifïcar los obstàculos con el 
fin de corregirlos. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
d) En los centros régionales el personal académico trabaja muy estrecha-
mente vinculado con los agricultores y personal de las instituciones de 
asistencia y servicio agropecuario. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
e) Los centros régionales disenan programas y prueban los conocimientos 
sobre las estrategias para promover el desarrollo agrfcola y rural. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
f) En los centros régionales se capacitan a técnicos y profesionales usando 
los conocimientos y metodologias generadas en el centro regional 
respectivo. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
10. ^Cuâles serian sus sugerencias para reforzar la vinculacién entre los centros de la sede y los 
centros regionales? 
22 
_l 
23 
_l 
24 
_l 
25 
_l 
26 
_l 
27 
Tercera parte. For favor responda las siguientes preguntas 
1. ^Cuâl es su edad? anos 
2. ^Cuâl es su sexo? a) masculino b) femenino 
3. qué centro regional del Colegio de Postgraduados usted esta adscrito? 
I I I I I 
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4. i,Cual es el mas alto grado académico que usted posee? 
a) licenciatura c) doctorado 
b) maestria d) otro I I 
5. iCual es su actual categona académica en el Colegio de Postgraduados? 
11 
a) Profesor investigador titular d) Investigador adjunto 
b) Profesor investigador adjunto e) Investigador auxiliar 
c) Investigador docente f) otro I I 
por favor especifique 12 
6. ^Cuântos anos viene usted trabajando en el Colegio de Postgraduados? 
anos. 
7. ^Aproximadamente qué porcentaje de su tiempo dedica usted a: 
a) ensenanza % I, 
b) investigaciôn % 
13 14 
15 
17 
c) extension o servicios % 1 
19 
l_ 
21 
d) administraciôn % 
e) otro % L 
16 
_l 
18 
_l 
20 
_l 
22 
_l 
por favOT especifique 23 24 
Antes de responder las siguientes preguntas, por favor leelas con mucha atenciôn. 
8. Aproximadamente ^ cuântos artfculos de investigaciôn ha publicado usted en los ultimos 10 anos? 
. I_i_l 
25 26 
9. Aproximadamente ^cuântos artfculos de divulgaciôn ha publicado usted en los ultimos 10 anos? 
. I_l_l 
27 28 
10. Aproximadamente cuântos artfculos,documentos, materiales de ensenanza, etc. ha escrito usted 
con fines académicos (sin incluir los artfculos publicados)? 
. I_l_l 
29 30 
11. De cuantos libros es usted autor o coautor? 
I_U 
31 32 
MUCHAS GRACIAS POR SU PARTICIPACION 
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IOWA STATE UNIVERSITY 
O F  S  C  I  t  N  C  E  A N D  T E C H  N  O  L  O  C i  V  
Department of Agricultural  Education and Studio 
201 Curtiss Hall  
Ames.  Iowa 50011-105^ 
Administrat ion and Graduate Program- 515 ^04-" 
Research and Extension Programs 515 2g4-s^7-
Lndergraduate Programs 515 204-0024 
Junio 3, 1992 
Estimado estudiante del Colegio de Postgraduados: 
Los suscritos estâmes llevando a cabo un proyecto de investigaciôn para conocer el efecto 
de las experiencias de los centros regionales en la funcion educativa del Colegio de 
Postgraduados, Como el Colegio de Postgraduados pudiera atender mis efectivamente las 
necesidades educativas para el desarrollo agricola y rural, ha sido una constante 
preocupaciôn por parte de sus autoridades y personal académico. Es el caso que desde 
1976, cuatro centros regionales fueron creados con el proposito de vincular las funciones 
principales de ensenanza, investi gacion y servicios con los problemas del campo y ser asi 
mas efectivo en su mision educativa. Ciertamente, los centros regionales han generado 
interesantes experiencias regionales, sin embargo es aûn desconocido como esas 
experiencias han contribuido al progreso de la funciôn educativa de la instituciôn. 
Su nombre, como miembro del Colegio del Colegio de Postgraduados, ha sido 
seleccionado en un muestreo al azar para participar en una encuesta de académicos de los 
centros en la sede, regionales y estudiantes. Su colaboraciôn es requerida contestando el 
cuestionario adjunto; en el cual se pregunta a usted por informacion acerca de sus 
actividades como miembro del Colegio de Postgraduados. El cuestionario también tiene 
preguntas para que usted juzgue, segùn su percepciôn, sobre algunos enunciados en 
relaciôn a aspectos de educacion agricola. Contestar el cuestionario le tomarâ 
aproximadamente 30 minutos. La informacion obtenida de este estudio se estima que serâ 
de utilidad para la instituciôn y sus centros regionales. 
Las respuestas de esta encuesta serâ mantenida bajo la mayor reserva; no habrâ uso de 
datos individuates. El cddigo en su cuestionario es solo para facilitar el procesamiento de 
los datos. El éxito de esta encuesta depende, en gran parte, en sus sinceras respuestas. Si 
usted no desea participar en esta encuesta, le agradeceré se sirva regresar el cuestionario. 
Agradecemos a usted por anticipado su valiosa colaboraciôn en este estudio. 
Muy atentamente; 
Anfbal Quispe Limaylla 
Estudiante Graduado 
Dr. Julia A. Gamon 
Profesora Asociada 
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Segunda parte. Las preguntas de esta parte estàn relacionadas a su percepciôn 
como estudiante sobre el proceso educativo en el Colegio de Postgraduados (C P ). 
A continuaciôn hay varios enunciados en relaciôn a algunos aspectos educativos. Nosotros 
quisieramos conocer su percepciôn respecto a la aplicaciôn de dichos enunciados en el Colegio de 
Postgraduados. Si usted estâ completamente en desacuerdo que el enunciado es aplicado en el C. P., 
encierre en un cfrculo el numéro 1 en frente de él. Si usted estâ completamente de acuerdo que el 
enunciado es aplicado en el C. P. encierre en un ci'rculo el numéro 7. Encierre en un circulo 
cualquiera de los numéros del 1 al 7 de tal modo que su respuesta refleje su percepciôn sobre la 
aplicaciôn de los enunciados en el Colegio de Postgraduados. 
Completamente en ligeramente ligeramente 
en desacuerdo desacuerdo en desacuerdo indeciso de acuerdo 
+ + + + + 
1 2 3 4 5 
1. La ensenanza impartida en su centro 
a) es basado en lecturas y exposiciôn de los profesores 
b) es impartida en las aulas y laboratorios 
c) emplea el uso del método de resoluciôn de problemas 
d) es basada en una apropiada combinaciôn de métodos, como: 
lectura, trabajo en grupo, uso de audiovisuales, prâcticas de 
laboratorio y viajes de campo 
e) guarda un eqilibrio entre la teoria y la prâctica 
f) propicia la participaciôn de estudiantes 
g) propicia la creatividad de los estudiantes 
2. El contenido de los cursos 
a) establece familiaridad con la realidad agricola y rural 
b) tiene apropiada organizaciôn 
c) tiene objectivos claros 
d) es relevante a las necesidades de los estudiantes 
e) es continuamente actualizado 
f) guarda relaciôn y secuencia entre el contenido de los 
otros cursos del programa 
3. El plan de estudio del centro 
a) es adecuadamente flexible 
b) guarda balance entre las âreas bâsicas, tecnolôgicas, 
sociolôgicas y metodolôgicas 
de 
acuerdo 
completamente 
de acuerdo 
1 
c) estâ organizado de acuerdo a las necesidades de los 
estudiantes 1 
Continua en 
-+ 
6 7 
2 3 4 5 6 7 l_l 
7 
2 3 4 5 6 7 i_l 
8 
2 3 4 5 6 7 l_l 
9 
2 3 4 5 6 7 l_l 
10 
2 3 4 5 6 7 l_l 
11 
2 3 4 5 6 7 l_l 
12 
2 3 4 5 6 7 U 
13 
2 3 4 5 6 7 l_l 
14 
2 3 4 5 6 7 l_l 
15 
2 3 4 5 6 7 l_l 
16 
2 3 4 5 6 7 U 
17 
2 3 4 5 6 7 U 
18 
2 3 4 5 6 7 l_l 
19 
2 3 4 5 6 7 
20 
2 3 4 5 6 7 l_l 
21 
2 3 4 5 6 7 l_l 
la siguienle pâgina 22 
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d) contempla el perfil de los estudiantes 
e) es anualmente revisado 
4. Los profesores del centra 
a) son calificados profesionales 
b) poseen experiencia pedagôgica 
c) son cotnunicativos con los estudiantes 
d) brindan apoyo desinteresado a los estudiantes 
e) infunden progreso personal e institucionai 
5. El ambiente en el Colegio de Postgraduados 
a) es social y académicamente saludable 
b) invita a los estudiantes a participar activamente en 
actividades acadétnicas, sociales y culturales 
c) dene como base el companeiistno y la solidaridad 
entre estudiantes, profesores y personal de apoyo 
d) dene como base un marcado positivo liderazgo 
6. La preparacidn en el Colegio de Postgraduados permite a los estudiantes 
a) tener sôlidas bases teôricas, prâcticas y metodolégicas 1234567 1 
b) tener una visiôn critica sobre las poli'ticas agricolas y 34 
r u r a l e s  d e  l a s  i n s t i t u c i o n e s  o f i c i l e s .  1 2 3 4 5 6 7  1  
c) entender y distinguir los valores y principios de la 35 
sociedad en general y rural en particular 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 1 
36 
Tercera parte. Esta parte està relacionada a su familiaridad y/o participacion en 
los centros régionales del Colegio de Postgraduados. Responda las siguientes 
preguntas marcando (V) en el espacio de su respuesta elegida. 
1. iQué tan familiarizado estâ usted con los centros rcgionales del Colegio de Postgraduados? 
nada ligeramente regularmente muy 
familiarizado familiar familiar familiarizado 
(1) (2) (3) (4) 
a) CEICADAR l_l 
37 
b) CREZAS l_l 
38 
c) CRECIDATH l_l 
39 
l_l 
40 
1 6 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 l_l 
23 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 l_l 
24 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 l_l 
25 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 l_l 
26 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 l_l 
27 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 l_l 
28 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 l_l 
29 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 U 
30 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 l_l 
31 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 l_l 
32 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 l_l 
33 
d) CEICADES 
I I I 
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2. Si usted estâ familiarizado a los centros regionales ^ qué tan frecuente usted ha visitado o 
participado en dichos centros? 
nunca raras veces a veces a menudo muy a menudo 
(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) 
a) CEICADAR l_l 
b) CREZAS l_l 
42 
c) CRECIDATH l_l 
43 
d) CEICADES l_l 
44 
3. Si usted estâ familiarizado a los centros regionales, ^cômo asi se hizo familiar a dichos centros? 
CEICADAR CREZAS CRECIDATH CEICADES 
(1) (2) (3) (4) 
a) por medio de viajes de estudio I I I I I 
b) haciendo trabajos de 7 lo 
investigaciôn en la regiôn I I I I I 
c) prestando servicios o asistencia ii i4 
técnica 1 l_l l_l 
15 18 
d) a través de prâcticas de campo I I I I I 
19 22 
e) otras formas I I I I I 
por favor especifîque 23 26 
4. ^Cuâles serian sus sugerencias para reforzar la vinculaciôn entre los centras de la sede y los 
centros regionales? 
Cuarta parte. Por favor conteste las siguientes preguntas 
l_I_l 
27 28 
1. ^Cuâl es su edad? anos I I I 
29 30 
2. ^Cuâl es su sexo? a) masculino b) femenino I I 
31 
3. ^De dônde es usted? a) Mëxico d) Caribe 
b) Centroamérica e) Otro I I 
c) Sudamérica por favor especifîque 32 
4.^Qué grado académico obtendrâ usted de su actual formaciôn en el Colegio de Postgraduados? 
a) Maestria b) Doctorado c) Otro I I 
Por favor especifîque 33 
5. ^Cuâl es el centro o programa en el cual usted esta registrado? I I 
34 
6. ^En que ano y semestre usted empezô su programa de postgrado? I I I 
35 36 
7. ^Cuâl es su ârea de experiencia? 
a) investigaciôn d) administraciôn 
b) ensenanza e) otro I I I 
c) extension Por favor especifîque 37 38 
îMUCHAS GRACIAS POR SU COLABORACION! 
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APPENDIX C. HUMAN SUBJECTS IN RESEARCH APPROVAL FORM 
L a s t  N a m e  o f  P r i n c i p a l  I n v e s t i g a t o r  o L ' I S P î v  
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Checklist for Attachments and Time Schedule 
The following are attached (please check): 
/ 
12.02 Letter or written statement to subjects indicating clearly: 
a) purpose of the research 
b) the use of any identifier codes (names, #'s), how they wUI be used, and when they will be 
removed (see Item 17) 
c) an estimate of time needed for participation in the research and the place 
d) if applicable, locadon of the research activity 
e) how you will ensure confidentiality 
0 in a longitudinal study, note when and how you will contact subjects later 
g) participation is voluntary; nonparticipation will not affect evaluations of the subject 
13. D Consent form (if applicable) 
14. [^Letter of approval for research from cooperating organizations or institutions (if applicable) 
15. g^ta-gathering instruments 
16. Anticipated dates for contact with subjects: 
First Contact Last Contact 
Q.10Q? - • June 70. 1 00? • 
Month / Day / Year Month/Day/Year 
17. If applicable: anticipated date that identifiers will be removed from completed survey instruments and/or audio or visual 
tapes will be erase± 
n ^ A m'H.o 1 n 10 0*? 
Month / Day / Year 
18. Signature of Departmental Executive Officer Date Department or Administrative Unit 
19. Decision of the University Human Subjects Review Committee: 
. Project Approved Project Not Approved No Action Required 
P a t r i c i a  M .  K e i t h  
Name of Committee Chairperson Date Signature of Committee Chairperson 
GC:l/90 — -
s 
